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Practice as research (PaR) is the view that practice is both the object of 
research as well as the research itself. In dance, choreographers who embrace 
this approach are confronted with a challenging two-fold problem: to use self-
observation to access information about what is taking place during practice 
without simultaneously disrupting the very process of creativity which is at the 
heart of their inquiry.  
 
Present PaR literature addresses this issue in various ways. Some theorists 
(Allegue et al. 2009, Barrett and Bolt 2007, Biggs and (ed) 2010, Candy 2005, 
Spatz 2011) propose that existing qualitative research methods may already be 
sufficient to address such problems. Others (Haseman 2006) explore new 
paradigms within which to place PaR, and still others (Geczy 2009, Scrivener 
2002) take the position that PaR does not constitute research at all and should 
instead be viewed as something altogether different and unique to the arts. 
Compared to the body of theory however, there is a scarcity of literature that 
addresses practical research approaches or tools with which PaR can be 
enabled directly within the choreographic realm.  
 
To address this problem empirically, a new choreographic research method 
called “Mimetically-cued Recall” (MCR) was devised for the observation, 
reenactment and recall of creative processes employed by choreographers 
conducting first-person dance practice as research. Implemented as a post-




relation to a practitioner’s personal creative process, after the fact. This 
reflective approach circumvents the disruption of the creative process that can 
otherwise occur when PaR is conducted during the creative process. 
 
Two series of participatory, action-based movement experiments were 
conducted with MCR, the first with intermediate college dance students and 
the second with more seasoned, professional dancers. The participants in these 
experiments acted either as choreographers or were designated as 
“Facilitators”. Close observations by the Facilitators were used to create 
detailed reenactments of each choreographer’s creative work. Subsequent 
viewing and interaction with the reenacted work enabled choreographers to 
revisit their creative processes in order to research various aspects in 
retrospect. 
 
This research contributes to the field by providing:  
1) an analysis of PaR and its application to the practice of 
choreography;  
2) a particular research-based method that has impact in two areas:  
a) inquiry in to the process of choreography - for doing 
research on dance as it is being created and later reenacted, and  
b) the development of particular works of choreography;  
3) an analysis of MCR providing practitioners with optimal practices 
for implementing the method.  
MCR therefore eases the tension between old dichotomies that have existed 




by recasting research as not only a method but as a new choreographic tool, 
which is an integral part of the practice as research process. This change in 
perspective opens a door for practice to be conducted concurrently with 
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Over recent decades, it has become more common for dance choreographers to 
describe their activity as “inquiry” or “research.” This has come to be known 
as “Practice as Research” (PaR). Intersecting periodically with the author’s 
own development during the past 40 years as a practicing choreographer, PaR 
has gradually grown to become a widespread phenomenon as a research 
methodology within the arts and specifically in the field of contemporary 
dance.  
 
As a central point of focus, this has drawn attention to the acquisition of 
knowledge rather than the performance artefact, even if the choreographic 
process is in the service of a performance as a final outcome. The inquiry-
based work of dance practitioners has therefore raised a number of questions 
about the nature of embodied, practice-driven research when compared to 
research which is cognitively or textually oriented. These questions consider: 
whether such body-oriented inquiry can be considered as “research”; whether 
gaps in the existing knowledge about dance hold any potential for discovery of 
new meaning; whether new methods can be discovered for conducting  PaR if 
it is research; whether embodied knowledge can be both public and shared; 
whether reconstructing or reenacting choreography as a research method can 
possibly lead to new understandings; and whether the relationship between the 
process of inquiry and that of performance can be better understood.  
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To narrow this broad field of possible inquiry, this thesis primarily examines 
the following two areas:  
1) the exploration of choreographic reenactment as a research tool and  
2) the potential for gaps in knowledge to produce openings for new 
meaning to arise within the Practice as Research paradigm.   
 
This is done in relation to Practice as Research in dance (PaR) in light of a 
new choreographic research method that was developed called “Mimetically-
cued Recall” (MCR). MCR is an approach to observation, reenactment and 
recall of creative methods employed by choreographers conducting first-
person dance practice as research. It is also a method of which allows the 
transmission of knowledge between choreographers and observers for further 
understanding of the creative act. 
 
When a choreographer creates a dance, he/she very seldom works in a linear 
fashion starting from point A and working sequentially through to point Z. It is 
much more common for choreographers to work in something like non-
sequential, multiple, overlapping circles that span a continuum between 
intention, exploration, discovery, invention and chance and in this way 
construct a piece. Although there are many pragmatic actions, such as teaching 
a dance step, or physically correcting a dancer, that a choreographer takes to 
move the work physically closer to his/her objective, the epistemic actions 
he/she takes move the choreography just as surely toward that goal.  
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When the choreographer in an MCR session works with a Facilitator/dancer, 
he/she engages in a wide range of both pragmatic and epistemic actions (Kirsh 
and Maglio, 1994). The Facilitator not only observes and physically records 
the pragmatic action of the choreographer’s kinesthetically-produced 
choreographic material, he/she also takes note of the equally revealing, but 
perhaps harder to observe, epistemic actions that the choreographer takes. 
These latter actions may be in the form of movement that is exploratory in 
nature but not used; any comments uttered to clarify or explain movement; 
adjustments that are made; or exploratory movement explored that is not 
obviously a direct part of the piece’s final lexicon of kinesthetic action. It is 
the full understanding and coordination of body/mind, of pragmatic and 
epistemic action that the practiced-based researcher of dance strives for. 
 
Implemented as a post-creative process inquiry, MCR allows research to be 
conducted in relation to a practitioner’s personal creative process as an 
“epistemic action” which spans the time between the initial creation of the 
choreography and its later reenactment by dancers who have observed the 
choreographer’s creative process. MCR entails the work of dancers that act as 
“Facilitators” who inscribe on their bodies and minds the choreographic 
process that a choreographer undertakes while creating a new dance. This 
information is later reenacted for the choreographer so he/she can relive the 
time of his/her own creative process and thus access it for research purposes; 
thus circumventing the disruption of its initial instantiation, which is why it is 
very related to the concept of epistemic action. This form of inscription is very 
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much like a score or form of notation, although in this case the medium for the 
inscription is the body itself. This reflective approach circumvents the 
disruption of the creative process that can otherwise occur when PaR is 
conducted using other research methods. Experiments using MCR as a way to 
understand the creative process were conducted with practicing 
choreographers and trained dancer/observers. The MCR method is particularly 
relevant to dance research since it is kinesthetically based and conducive to 
communication and shared knowledge. The results of these experiments 
provide new empirical insight into issues of memory, observation, knowledge 
representation and transmission, and reenactment that are then related to 
theoretical literature about Practice as Research in dance.  
 
A contemporary choreographer who describes the work he/she does as 
research engages in a creative process of dance making while using the body 
as a primary tool of investigation - just as dance choreographers have done for 
centuries. Ever since the first choreographer chose one movement over 
another, dance-making has remained fundamentally the same: a choreographer 
explores movement, possibly integrating it into a larger context of artwork, 
intention, and performance, and eventually creates a new combination of 
movements or stillnesses called a dance. Methods, styles, techniques, 
historical contexts, and cultures have changed, but the choreographic process 
has remained largely the same. Yet contemporary choreographers have 
insistently claimed that the research they do invokes the search for and 
discovery of new knowledge. Since the nature of the choreographic craft 
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hasn’t fundamentally changed much over the past many centuries however, is 
new knowledge being discovered and if so, what does this knowledge consist 
of and what is its nature?  
 
To respond to this question one must first define what choreographers mean 
when they describe their work as Practice-based research, for they are not 
talking about conducting research about dance in relation to its history, 
methods, or cultural and ethnographic contexts. When a choreographer calls 
his/her work research, what he/she means is that the work itself is a form of 
research; that it is possible to conduct an inquiry through first person, 
kinesthetic, embodied means – through the creative process. This is Practice as 
Research. A choreographer, interested in some particular aspect of existence, 
or some conceptual idea, explores it not through long accepted, text-based, 
externally observed, academically accepted research methods, but by first 
person, subjective, introspective, self-reflexive simultaneous art-making and 
inquiry. By making inquiry directly through movement and creative process, 
the choreographer conducting Practice as Research makes no division between 
the doing of the artwork and the inquiry – in PaR they are one and the same. 
The PaR choreographer uses movement as a means to investigate, 
contextualize, understand, share and see the world around them – and in doing 
so they strive to create new art and discover new meaning.  
 
What dancers do when they conduct choreography as research, is to use the 
body as the beginning and end of inquiry as embodied cognition (Kirsh 2011). 
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By entering a felt, embodied, kinesthetic realm the dancer seeks and acquires 
knowledge in ways that involve cognition from a proprioceptive perspective. 
Through movement, the entire sentient body becomes the neural conduit, from 
which knowledge is acquired, rather the more commonly considered isolated 
sensory organs of the eyes or ears. In this way, it is the moving body as a 
whole that reflexively informs the body/mind and leads to understanding and 
new knowledge.  
 
The aim of this study therefore is to investigate this concept of Practice as 
Research, not through an isolated discussion of theory, but rather through an 
application of practice as it relates to theory. To this end a series of 
experiments was devised to enable the investigation of important issues that 
can be raised in relation to PaR. These experiments centered on the creation 
and investigation of Mimetically-cued Recall as a new methodology which 
holds implications for many related areas of dance research.  
 
In the pages that follow, current literature related to Practice as Research in 
dance will be used as grounding to shed light on the use of MCR as an 
investigative methodology and specific choreographic tool. This will be done 
within the context of the two primary areas mentioned above:  the use of 
choreographic reenactment as a research tool; and the potential for gaps in 
knowledge to produce openings for new meaning to arise.  
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1.1  Author’s Background  
 
The motivation for this research is derived largely from my four-decade career 
in the discipline of dance. I spent the first twelve years of this period as a 
professional dancer and subsequently continued the next three decades as a 
freelance choreographer, eventually founding and directing two separate dance 
companies: John Mead & Dancers (New York City: 1993 – 2000), and the 
John Mead Dance Company (Singapore, 2005 to the present).  
 
In addition to my career as a professional dancer and choreographer, my 
interest in creative research inspired me to seek out other dance artists that I 
perceived as being uniquely dedicated to authentic forms of dance creation, 
and movement research. This led to meaningful experiences with notable 
artists in the field, such as an apprenticeship with the Twyla Tharp Dance 
Company (1984); work as a guest choreographer and teacher with Bejart 
Ballet Lausanne (intermittently from 1988 – 1996) and collaborative work 
with choreographer and visual artist, Lorrie Keller (1975 – present).   
 
A common thread that ran through all my dance-related experience was a tacit, 
yet constant sense of inquiry. Even though many of the choreographers and 
dancers I worked with may not have labeled what they did as “inquiry”, or 
“research”, the nature and character of how they approached their work was in 
line with a research-oriented work ethic.   This did not necessarily mean 
academic research, however since dance Practice as Research does not 
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necessarily mean that it must be academic in nature. A choreographer’s 
concept of “research” may not include a common understanding shared with 
academia about the basic nature of research, yet the actions that he/she takes to 
create work involves many of the same type of activities that an academic 
researcher pursues in performing an academically-oriented inquiry (Keller 
2015). These include the creation of new approaches to research and the quest 
to discover and increase knowledge, to solve problems, to explore theories, to 
review past work, to make inquiries into new methodologies, and to interpret 
and document findings.  
 
 Over the years I have pursued a number of lines of inquiry that have taken on 
the form of research within my own choreographic work.  These include 
investigating: 1) the events surrounding reenacted movement; 2) the creative 
process and how to retain easily lost elements of it; 3) what is involved in 
speaking from my own creative center in maintaining the honesty that 
authenticity demands; 4) what transpires when gaps appear in the 
remembrance of choreographed work; 5) discovering the effects of various 
levels of communication when sharing elements of the choreographic process 
with the involved dancers; and 6) what leads to the level of abstraction that I 
tend to embrace as a choreographer for any particular choreographic piece.  
This current thesis reflects my decision to engage in a more focused 
investigation of these inquiries in a manner that is satisfying both as theory 
and as an attempt to further understand and facilitate creative practice.  
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1.2  Historical Context  
 
Although practice as research in dance as an approach to understanding the 
phenomenon of human movement in relation to creative expression and 
knowledge production is not inherently oriented around any one, particular 
dance form, it has primarily been embraced by those in the contemporary 
dance field. This is due to the exploratory, choreographic, improvisational and 
investigative nature of contemporary dance and its lack of adherence to a 
classical form. Inquiry into classical dance forms, such as those that evolved 
from the court dances of past centuries, can certainly have a practice-based 
research orientation. Yet, more frequently it has been contemporary dance that 
has inspired artists to describe the dance practice they do as “research”. This 
phenomenon is due to the nature of classical or ritualized dance forms, in that 
the primary focus of those that practice such forms is on the maintenance and 
continuance of the form, rather than on the discovery of the new and the 
overthrow of the established. This does not mean that classical artists never 
search for the new or seek change, but rather that it is just not their basic 
approach.   
 
Whereas classical or ritualized dance forms can be defined by their stylistic 
movement vocabularies, this is not true in contemporary dance.  
Contemporary dance is defined precisely by its lack of a single definition – or 
at best, by its broad inclusion of practically every kind of movement ever 
discovered. It is not a style but a way of being and working. It is more of an 
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idea than a form and by being so it allows for each individual to discover new 
capabilities through choreographic investigation. It is for this reason that in 
discussing the MCR method, this current study primarily focuses on Western 
forms of dance. This is not to discount the importance of dance forms that 
have developed from other cultural histories such as those from Asia and 
Africa – but rather to focus on the one that has most consistently embraced the 
idea that dance practice can be framed as research - i.e. on contemporary 
dance.   
 
As background for this present study therefore, a brief look at the history of 
dance as it has evolved in the West in relation to the topic of this thesis will 
help to contextualize the subsequent discussion of PaR and the use of MCR as 
an investigative and choreographic tool.  
 
Humans first moved in order to live, to hunt, to gather food, to run from 
danger, to procreate. As the need for communication and expression arose, 
humans may have also turned to movement to communicate even before they 
used the voice (Iverson and Goldin-Meadow 2005). This can be seen when 
people travel to new countries in which they do not understand the local 
language - they still manage to communicate through the only language they 
share: physical gesture. Since empirical evidence of dance in prehistoric times 
is extremely sparse, one can only speculate concerning the earliest beginnings 
of dance. Nevertheless, anthropological work has been done that opens doors 
to possible ways to understand how dance may have developed in early history 
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(Williams 2004). One possibility is that dance grew inductively, developing 
from an early impulse to communicate through gesture, to later more complex 
levels of movement for communicating equally more complex ideas (2004). 
Dance in this view is an ancient human activity – with perhaps the oldest 
archeological evidence dating back as far as the Neolithic Age, 7,000 – 4,000 
B.C. (Garfinkel 2003). Dance then grew out of the fog of prehistory, from 
what one can imagine were the early tribal movements of primarily nomadic 
humans (Garfinkel 2010). Evidence of such can be found at the Paleolithic 
archaeological site of the Bhimbetka rock shelters in India, where some of the 
earliest records of dance survive through ancient cave paintings that still exist 
there (UNESCO 2002).   
 
Expressive movement, in its earliest manifestations, was not an art form, but 
rather a necessary communication skill, by which early humans were able to 
augment his rudimentary verbal skills. Judging from tribal societies that still 
exist today, mimesis was an important concept from a very early time - early 
dance forms probably often mimicked the movements of animals and were 
related to the hunt (Garfinkel 2010). As humans evolved and developed more 
agrarian societies, dance referenced and was embedded in rites of planting and 
harvest; the cycles of the heavens; and, as early forms of religion developed, 
the pathways used to communicate with the gods (Anderson 1993). Prior to 
the evolution of complex verbal language, movement probably served as a 
primary communication tool. This form of communication became important 
enough that by the time of the ancient Egyptians dance gained a kind of 
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legitimacy by being officially recognized as a legitimate pursuit for a 
professional class of practitioners (Anderson 1993, Au 2002). In turn, the 
Ancient Greeks, by developing some of the earliest philosophic tools by which 
to understand the arts, elevated the idea of the theatrical arts to something that 
began to take on at least some of the trappings of what fine art is considered to 
be today.  
 
As ancient Greece declined, followed centuries later by the fall of the Roman 
Empire in the 5th century, Europe entered the dark ages. During this period, 
Greek philosophy, primarily that of Aristotle, was hidden away by an 
overzealous Church, wary that such this-worldly thinking could lead once 
again to the dark ways of debauchery and decadence that Rome experienced in 
its final, brutal days. Activities such as dance, which the Church felt spoke to 
the carnal desires of humans, were suppressed by the threat of 
excommunication for those that partook of its sinful pleasures. Viewed by the 
Church as being inferior to the pursuits of the spirit, dance represented a door 
to sexual misconduct and the work of the devil (Brundage 1990). Although 
folk dance remained popular among European village folk, it became an 
underground activity, in most cases hidden from the disapproving and 
suspicious eye of the Church. 
 
It wasn’t until the late Middle Ages, with the resurrection of Aristotle’s 
thought, the softening of Church control, and the resulting Renaissance of 
productive energy and art that dance slowly began to emerge from the 
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shadows.  Greatly accelerated under the patronage of those in positions of 
power – most notably the French monarch, King Louis the 14th, this 
awakening led to the eventual refinement of European court dance and the 
emergence of classical ballet in the late 17th century. (Anderson 1993)  
 
Dance by this time had finally entered the dominions of power. French 
nobility saw court dance as a sign of cultivation and as a stepping-stone to the 
good graces of a monarchy favorably disposed to considering dance a sign of 
existential refinement (Au 2002). In aligning itself with power, dance also 
became entwined with text in a way it hadn’t been before. French noblemen 
began to see the need to record dance so that it could be reenacted at a later 
time – and so they could gain some sense of ownership and control over dance 
choreography and performance. This was accomplished through text and 
notational systems (Pierce 1998). Thus the idea of notation, or scoring became 
important to dance in much the same way that it had in music.  
 
As we will see later, the MCR methodology also embraces a kind of notation, 
but in the sense of movement and intention being inscribed directly on a body. 
As in the case of scores that are comprised of text or notational symbols, the 
bodily notation of a choreographer working with a dancer and a dancer 
kinesthetically remembering choreographed movement, also enables and 
informs reenactment at a later date.  
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1.3  Score and Notation 
 
By the advent of the 18th century, the baroque Beauchamp-Feuillet notation 
system developed by King Louis the 14th’s ballet teacher, Pierre Beauchamps 
and the French dance notator Raoul Auger Feuillet was published. This was 
the most successful of early dance notation systems; enabling ballets to be 
chronicled so that they could be recreated and reenacted at a later time (Pierce 
1998). 
 
Later, in the 20th century, notation systems such as Labanotation, developed 
by the German dancer and movement analyst, Rudolph Laban in 1928, or 
Benesh Notation by the mathematician Rudolph Benesh in the 1940’s were 
created (Farnell 1996). These notation systems not only made it possible for 
the first time to share work over long distances but to preserve it. Notated 
scores provided the means of passing down a more encyclopedic knowledge to 
future generations. They served as a basis for ownership and copyright to 
emerge in relation to the performed arts (Carter 2013). Dance notation became 
an important part of the calculus that initiated a certain kind of legitimization 
of dance, i.e. if it could be notated it could be passed down; if it could be 
passed down, it could be studied; if it could be studied and re-produced, it 
could be owned. 
 
As many Western societies gradually gained increasing degrees of political 
and social freedom, the perceived need to document and notate artistic work in 
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order to protect the rights of individual artists grew. This was in response to 
the understanding that not only the work of individual artists was important, 
but the very ideas that gave rise to the work were as well. This logically led to 
the subsequent concept of individual intellectual property rights representing a 
way to protect the creators of such scores.  
 
Although such ownership has most often been understood as a way of 
protecting an individual’s rights it has also been understood by some 
(Rahmatian 2009) as depending on a form of neo-colonial economic and 
cultural control over non-copyright holders by those that control the 
copyrights.  
 
Others call into question the idea of ownership of creative work by 
questioning the very concept of “author”. This idea was most famously 
espoused by Roland Barthes in his 1967 essay, The Death of the Author. 
As soon as a fact is narrated no longer with a view to acting directly 
on reality but intransitively, that is to say, finally outside of any 
function other than that of the very practice of the symbol itself, this 
disconnection occurs, the voice loses its origin, the author enters into 
his own death, writing begins.(Barthes 1978) 
 
Barthes posits that by “freeing” literature (and by extension, all of the arts) 
from the concept of the author/creator, literature would suddenly be exempt of 
the author’s “tyranny” and could be interpreted and read freely from many 
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vantage points in the present – without the author’s supposedly oppressive 
shadow hovering overhead. Barthes and others such as Foucault (Foucault 
1969) have developed closely related views in opposition to the premise 
upheld by those that support intellectual property rights – i.e. those who argue 
that the basis of those rights originally emerged to protect the innovations of 
creators who made the copyrighted work possible in the first place.  Contrary 
to Barthes’ position, supporters of intellectual property rights argue that, the 
literary interpretation Barthes speaks of can actually still take place with the 
author’s claim to his/her work firmly in place.  Without authorial protections, 
the argument continues, the incentive to create new work would disappear if 
the work could not be owned and protected and could simply be copied by 
anyone with an interest in doing so. (Burke 1998, MPAA 2015) 
 
Although a full treatment of the political and economic ramifications of 
intellectual property rights as expressed through notation systems and scores is 
beyond the scope of this paper, the fact that notation is being so closely 
scrutinized in current research is evidence of its growing importance to the 
understanding of choreography and its relationship to the symbolic language 
that many times represents it. Movement in this sense is beginning to be seen 
as a type of writing, which is subject to legal protection of the sort originally 
developed for text.   
 
The success of early, Baroque dance notation systems, and the later systems 
that followed, gradually led to a resulting proliferation of notated dance scores. 
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According to the Oxford Companion to the Body, “more than fifty different 
systems of [dance] notation have been developed” in relation to Western 
dance forms since the time of the Renaissance (Blakemore 2003). This in turn, 
led to positive growth in the frequency of performed dance reenactments. As 
time passed however, a new problem appeared in that these reenactments also 
became increasingly separated in time from the original artwork they 
represented. Such temporal dislocation made close accuracy in reenactment 
increasingly difficult to attain, which resulted in some performances falling far 
astray from their original source inspiration. Yet, even so, notation remained a 
value since the reenactments made possible by notation, however imperfect, 
were still perceived as being better than having no reenactments at all.  
 
Dance scores, like musical scores, held a direct, yet complex relationship to 
the later re-enacted performances they invoked. The authors of such scores 
attempted to capture movement in 2-dimensional form to be expressed later in 
the flesh - in full 3-dimensional kinesthetic expression, as well as in time and 
space. The difficulty of capturing the nuance, emotion, sense of weight, flow, 
musicality and the inner sensibilities of flesh and blood dance performance 
created a tension between the necessarily incomplete score and the desire to 
recreate an exact replica of the original (Haviland 2013b). It was a huge divide 
for the notator to try to bridge. Dance scores needed to be read and interpreted. 
This created the possibility that the choreographer’s original intent may not be 
understood or followed by the person reading the notation. Also, the accrued 
time that passed between the creation of a notation and its eventual realization 
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became a problem in itself since perceptions, societies, and the meaning of 
words all change. With the passage of enough time, in addition to 
understanding and interpreting the scores, notators were faced with the need to 
understand or interpret history.  
 
Musicians, having worked with scores for a longer period of time, as a 
fundamental element of compositional record keeping, were perhaps the first 
to understand the score as being a kind of “blueprint” rather than an exact 
copy. This concept of the score allowed for artistic interpretation by future 
conductors or readers that performed the reenacted music. In other words, 
there was room for variance in the final outcomes that resulted from the 
conductor’s and musician’s interpretations of the scores as long as they both 
closely followed its written notations and directions. The musical composition, 
in its notated form, therefore was a kind of fluid connection between past and 
present – one that expressed itself not as an airtight, exact duplication of the 
original but rather as an embodiment of the essences that made up the original.  
 
There was impetus to create such notational systems since written scores 
provided not only a record of ownership but also a means to preserve 
ephemeral, performed art works that would otherwise have disappeared 
following their initial performances. The idea that scores held the potential to 
represent not only past music or dance information, but also past contextual 
information has given rise to a broader understanding of what the fundamental 
nature of a score is (Solomon 2011). Re-creations of past events began to be 
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understood as rough approximations of past events and not necessarily 
accurate reproductions, since accuracy in this sense was impossible to attain. 
Reenactments were rather a kind of re-living of those elements that gave rise 
to the original. This was implicit in the work of early notators even though 
their intention was primarily to create scores that could be used to re-create 
accurate renditions of the original. The idea that the score holds potential to 
represent and access much more than simply the notes or drawings on the page 
didn’t really gain traction until more recent times (Le Roy 2011, Levine 2014). 
This has been especially true in dance where there has been a wider 
divergence from the written scores than is usually seen in music (Van Camp 
1981).  
 
The intentional use of notated dance scores for reenactments that focus more 
widely on the past context of performed dances, rather than on exact 
duplications of them, is a more recent phenomenon (Franko 1989, Lepecki 
2010, Lepecki 2012, Blades 2013). Re-constructed dances and musical 
compositions that attempt to create a sense of exact verisimilitude between 
score and performance risk becoming hollow, cookie-cutter representations of 
earlier art work. Reenactments have the potential to resonate with their 
original source materials through close evocation of the sensibilities, passions 
and time frames in which the original took place (Levine 2014) - what Franko 
calls, “theory” (Franko 1989, Cisneros and Levine 2014). 
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In relation to the MCR method, notation assumes the form of inscription on 
the body itself. Choreographic intention writes kinesthetically on the dancer’s 
body and thereby inscribes the information of the dance. Foucault and others 
(Foucault 1984, Butler 1989, Brush 1998) have theorized the body as being a 
surface, upon which the reproducible, captured, inscribed events of history are 
written. 
The body is the inscribed surface of events (traced by language 
and dissolved by ideas), the locus of a disassociated self 
(adopting the illusion of a substantial unity), and a volume in 
perpetual disintegration. Genealogy, as an analysis of descent, 
is thus situated within the articulation of the body and history. 
Its task is to expose a body totally imprinted by history and the 
process of history’s destruction of the body. (Foucault 1984) 
 
It is in this sense that the work of this thesis finds similar ground with notation 
in exploring the potentialities of Mimetically-cued Recall. MCR explores the 
area of score but through the human body – as a score on which the notation of 
movement is written large. The reenacted works that follow the 
choreographer’s engagement with these kinesthetic, embodied “scores” opens 
still further a door to the nature of past contextual information that might 
otherwise be lost if the reenacted work was being approached on the level of 
verisimilitude.  
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Having now briefly discussed its historical context, notation and the 
relationship of inscription to MCR will be explored in more detail in Chapter 6 
of this thesis.  
 
 
1.4  Dualism 
 
Notation brought the corporal nature of dance into a realm that was for the 
first time seen as being somewhat more related to the mind - and thus more 
acceptable to the dualistic sensibilities of Renaissance, and Baroque-era 
viewers. Since, for most of humankind’s early history, the mind was 
considered to be superior to the body, the textually related advent of written 
dance notation brought with it a sense that perhaps dance could be considered 
to be slightly more elevated that it had hitherto been considered to be. The 
lack of acceptance of dance, and most of practiced art, by early Western 
academic institutions was driven in large part by societal perceptions derived 
from the Platonic, and later, Cartesian ideas of the separation of mind and 
body. 
 
 The premise that the soul/mind and body were fundamentally separate is 
evident in Plato’s position that matter was an imperfect reflection of the more 
important concept of “Form” or “Idea”. This premise was further extended and 
promulgated by the major Middle Eastern belief systems of Christianity and 
Islam that held and enforced a kind of overall suspicion, and antipathy toward 
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the corporality of the human body. By the 17th century, Descartes further 
focused this argument by seemingly demonstrating that humans were 
fundamentally dualistic in nature – the mind and body being distinctly 
separate substances. Descartes pursued this idea of the independent existence 
of consciousness on an epistemological level, asserting that, as Grosz has 
discussed,     
 
The correlation of our ideas with the world or the reality they represent 
is a secondary function, independent of the existence of consciousness, 
the primary, indubitable self-certainty of the soul. Reality can be 
attained by the subject only indirectly, by inference, deduction, or 
projection. Descartes, in short, succeeded in linking the mind/body 
opposition to the foundations of knowledge itself; a link that places the 
mind in a position of hierarchical superiority over and above nature, 
including the nature of the body. From that time until the present, 
subject or consciousness is separated from and can reflect on the world 
of the body, objects, qualities. (Grosz 1994) 
 
  With dualistic thought having dominated much of Middle Eastern and 
Western thought over the past 2,000 years, it has had an especially profound 
impact on the very corporal, embodied art form of dance.  With the notable 
exception of the courts of Renaissance Europe in the time of King Louis the 
14th, dance was often relegated to an inferior, suspect position in many 
cultures, frequently equated to the work of prostitutes, in which the human 
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body was seen as merely a temporary vessel for the soul and therefore as, 
vastly inferior to and separate from the mind.  
 
This did not bode well for the inclusion of practiced dance as a seriously 
studied subject as knowledge began to be centralized and disseminated 
through early medieval manifestations of what was eventually to become the 
Western university. Early medieval monastic academies, cathedral schools and 
guild organizations embraced ideas selectively based on parts of the 
rediscovered works of Aristotle either in terms of his actual writings or at least 
in relation to the essential investigative essence of them. Aristotle had said in 
Part 3 of the Politics that, “the customary branches of education are in number 
four, they are:  (1) reading and writing, (2) gymnastic exercises, (3) music, to 
which is sometimes added (4) drawing”. It was “an admitted principle, that 
gymnastic exercises should be employed in education”; and that “gymnastic 
exercises are thought to infuse courage” (Aristotle 350 BCE). Yet the early 
medieval university focused primarily on the science and logic Aristotle had 
advanced and not on other aspects of education that he had championed such 
as practiced gymnastics or athletics (Grosz 1994). These were precisely those 
areas making use of the body that the Church considered as being “lower” 
corporal pursuits.  
  
It hasn’t been until quite recently, in the modern era that the practiced, 
embodied art of dance has begun to emerge from the subjugated position it 
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had been relegated to in relation to emerging Western forms of higher 
education.   
 
Whereas the dualistic premises of much of Western philosophy and the moral 
condemnation of Middle Eastern religions historically led to a very negative 
and highly limited view of the human body, this view was further exacerbated 
by the very nature of the body itself. The body, which is the essential medium 
of dance, is an extremely limited instrument – consisting most basically of a 
head, a torso, two arms, two hands, two legs and two feet. Perversely, it is in 
view of these very physical limitations, that the body became the source of its 
own nemesis in relation to academia. The seemingly base, and simple art form 
of dance, as represented by the limited body, was not accepted as being on 
equal footing with matters of the mind - as represented by the sciences, 
mathematics and textual arts such as literature and theatre. (Grosz 1994)  
 
Although the division between the body and the mind; the arts and the 
sciences; and practiced embodied arts and academia did not really began to 
soften until the beginning of the modern era, it was given a considerable push 
by the 18th century German philosopher, Alexander Baumgarten. In his well-
known early philosophic work he developed a new paradigm by which to 
understand the arts which he called “Aesthetics” (Baumgarten 1750, Kjorup 
2006). In Soren Kjorup’s words, Baumgarten, 
makes it clear that we must be able to discuss not only scientific 
knowledge, but also the one that is created and formulated through the 
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arts. And since the sensuous or artistic knowledge is of another type 
than the scientific, we have to develop another way of discussing it. 
We have to develop an epistemology for the arts – an aesthetics, 
Baumgarten would say – new concepts and theories with which we can 
grasp that other way of knowing that we meet in the arts, and the 
methods and practices that go into its creation (Kjorup 2006). 
 
It was this “other way of knowing” that helped to gradually widen the 
definition of the liberal arts to include the “fine” arts as a group of accepted 
subjects, yet the recognition of practiced art as a form of research has been 
much slower to gain acceptance.  Until the advent of the 20th century, the 
practiced art of dance remained at odds with those in academia, and something 
of a mystery to those that viewed it from a distance (Grosz 1994).  
 
As modern dancers entered the picture in the late 1800’s and early 1900’s with 
revolutionaries such as Loie Fuller and Isadora Duncan questioning the 
classical trappings of ballet and its idealization of women, dance began an 
entirely new odyssey. Exploring essential, fundamental premises of dance, 
modern dancers sought to understand and redefine dance at its root. This was 
the beginning indication of a research-like interest that was driven not purely 
by aesthetics or classical line, but by the desire to understand the nature of 
dance. This eventually led, in the 1920s, to the first emergence of the idea that 
dance could be accepted as a legitimate subject for university study, first at the 
University of Wisconsin in America under Margaret H'Doubler, in the 1930’s 
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at NYU and Bennington College under Martha Hill and then gradually at 
many other colleges and universities in the United States and Europe (Hagood 
2000, Vertinsky 2010). Since then, dance has gradually gained ground and 
become an increasingly serious academic pursuit.  In modern day colleges and 
universities, researchers explore dance with interest in areas such as dance 
history, dance performance, dance ethnology, dance anthropology, and dance 
kinesiology. Research in this sense is conducted about dance. However, more 
recently, dance practitioners have been arguing for the idea that the practice of 
dance should be considered as a form of research in and of itself. This new 
frontier for dance is also that which informs this present study. 
 
Ironically, it may be precisely because of all that has remained unknown about 
embodied arts such as dance that it is finally beginning to reverse the long-
standing resistance to which it has hitherto been subjected. Due to its long 
history of being subordinated to more cognitive pursuits, dance holds a deep 
reserve of undiscovered knowledge that is practically calling out to be 
researched.  In the modern day therefore, dance is finally coming into its own, 
with practitioner/researchers beginning to unravel the inner workings of the 
kinesthetic, choreographic realm – both as academic study and as research 
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1.5  Dance and Academia: 
 
It is within this historical context, that the genesis of the MCR technique 
began, by first perceiving a need for addressing dance practice as a form of 
inquiry, then by the eventual development of a clear understanding of the 
phrase “practice as research” and finally by the subsequent construction of a 
methodology to address that idea. This study takes the phrase “practice as 
research” literally, i.e. practice which is done simultaneously as research and 
not as something that one does as a separate research event conducted on the 
practice from the outside (Haseman 2006). This, however, raises an important 
question: even if one attempts to conduct such research by simultaneously 
practicing and observing one’s own practice for research purposes, how can 
this be accomplished without disrupting the very creative process that makes 
the practice possible? 1 
 
To address this question one first needs to regard it in the wider context of 
how dance has been framed and conceptualized throughout its history. 
Foucault called this approach to understanding, “archeology” arguing that it 
was useful to understand past history in order to better understand the present.  
 
Foucault theorized that all historical periods held fundamental, broad 
assumptions (“episteme”) about truth which influenced and drove what could 
                                                 
1 This question grew out of my own work over the years as a choreographer. Whenever I 
would attempt to observe myself while engaged in the creative process I found the attempt to 
do so to be impossible, since the act of observing pulled me out of the creative mind-set I 
needed to be in to be able to create.  
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possibly be accepted as knowledge or scientific thought (Foucault 1966).  
Borrowing from Aristotle’s conception of the Greek word “episteme”, 
Foucault widened the concept to define these broad assumptions, in terms 
which were even more inclusive than Kuhn’s (Kuhn 1996) related concept of 
“paradigm”. Foucault (Foucault 1966) suggested that these basic, underlying 
ideas, embedded in history, change or evolve over time – which in turn alters 
power relationships, knowledge production/acquisition and societal mores 
about what can and cannot be accepted as knowledge.  Episteme in this sense, 
therefore, is the implicit epistemological orientation of an era that fosters 
subsequent viewpoints about the body, and by extension, the arts and dance in 
particular. It is in this sense of episteme that the fundamental philosophical 
pre-supposition of the past 2,000 years has been one in which, at the most 
basic, subliminal level, the body, and its associated art of dance, were 
considered to be suspect and not worthy of the same deliberation as the mind.  
 
In like manner, the ancient Greek complement to episteme, “techne”, (which is 
often translated as “craft” or “art), is defined by Foucault as, “a practical 
rationality governed by a conscious aim” (Foucault 1984). As an apt 
description of the practiced nature of dance, this definition lends insight into 
how medieval Western conceptions of the body/mind relationship might lead 
those things that are considered to be “techne”, or practiced, to be seen as 
inferior to those that stemmed from “episteme” or knowledge.  
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Historically, practiced art was something that was done within crafts guilds or 
in lone artist’s studios in the early Medieval period (Hastings 1895, Colish 
1999). Due to their organizations and protections of their members, guilds 
were a precursor to the university system. Early Medieval, Western 
universities, also arose from the traditions of the Ancient Greeks and Romans, 
which included the art of music as a sub-category of the “liberal arts”. These 
were comprised of the “Trivium” of grammar, rhetoric and logic with the 
added “Quadrivium” of arithmetic, geometry, astronomy and the theory of 
music (Liberty 2015). Although music theory was the only art form officially 
included in a Medieval, “liberal arts” curriculum, it was the beginning of the 
notion that arts indeed were a part of a complete education. With its 
mathematical relationships of harmonic vibrations, music had a kind of built-
in “legitimacy that was hard to see within less structured art forms – such as 
dance.  
 
This is not to say that practiced arts were never to be embraced by academic 
institutions however. Certainly, at various times throughout the early history 
of Western education, individual arts had their champions – people who 
supported and pushed for the recognition of a particular art form (such as King 
Louis the 14th with his well-known support of ballet and his founding of the 
French Royal Dance Academy in 1661 and the Royal Music Academy in 1669) 
(Au 2002).  Following the earlier lead of the Italian impresario, Catherine de 
Medici in seeing dance as an important art form and indeed as an instrument 
of state power, King Louis the 14th transformed the court dances of his time 
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from quaint village social interactions to what was to become the fine art of 
ballet. The power resided in the fact that those that had mastered the fine art of 
ballet were seen as being ultimately cultured and refined – both values of the 
time that were derived from Greek ideals of form and beauty. The dramatic 
performances that were presented were a powerful vehicle for the expression 
of state power and the “godliness” of the king.  
 
Now that practiced arts have arrived in higher education, they are experiencing 
both a measured acceptance and conversely, a feeling that they still do not 
belong within academic institutions due to the exploratory, creative, subjective 
nature of practiced arts and their tendency to be difficult to quantify 
(Borgdorff 2005, Berridge 2007, Wilson 2011).  
 
In addition to this difficulty, since the arts deal with creative material that can 
question basic mores and cultural assumptions in society, problems can also 
arise for educational institutions in terms of their ability to maintain public 
support. The very nature of educational institutions and their appropriateness 
not only for artists, but for young people in general can be called into question 
in this regard. Foucault viewed institutionalized education as a kind of 
internment, in which students, like prisoners or subjects of an insane asylum, 
are compelled to accept and work within power structures dictated by the 
needs of society - as complacent, non-threatening cogs in 
social/political/industrial constructs. Foucault argued that universities remove 
students from society during the most turbulent, seminal period of their 
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intellectual development, in order to effectively silence their inclination and 
potential for social and political change or outright revolution (Foucault and 
Simon 1971).  
Young people from 18 to 25 are thus as it were, neutralized by and for 
society, rendered safe ineffective, socially and politically castrated. 
There is the first function of the university: to put students out of 
circulation. Once a student has spent six or seven years of his life 
within this artificial society, he becomes "absorbable": society can 
consume him (1971).  
In his view, power relationships such as these therefore also affect decisions 
concerning what should and should not be included in academic study.  
 
Foucault argued that not only do these power relationships affect important 
decisions students may make concerning their lives in relation to their present 
and future relationship to society, they also affect, or ‘write” upon the body 
itself. In his view, the human body reflects the power structures in which it 
exists and those structures are realized through their “inscription” on the body. 
Foucault goes further, to the point of suggesting that the body as such may be 
non-existent, being primarily an expression of the powers that act upon it 
(Foucault 1995, Deacon 2006).   
 
The American feminist scholar Judith Butler on the other hand, takes some 
exception to this by arguing that Foucault’s argument presupposes the 
existence of a separate corporal body since it would need to exist in some form 
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in order to be written upon, in the sense that Foucault proposes. (Butler 1989). 
Butler goes on to extend J. L. Austin’s linguistic theory of “Performativity”, 
which suggests that there are certain types of utterances that do what they say, 
such as the sentence, such as the sentence; “I do” which consummates the 
marriage vow. Butler agrees with the basic Foucauldian idea that the body is 
inscribed upon but extends this idea to include an Austin-like “performativity’ 
– suggesting that rather than just being that which we happen to be 
biologically, we actually become that which we perform. This includes, in 
Butler’s argument, even the gender of the individual.  
 
It would be naïve to suggest that power relationships do not play a role in a 
free society, yet in such a society these relationships are of a fundamentally 
different sort (Mises 1949). In politically free societies decisions about 
education may be theorized to be less the result of power relationships – and 
more the result of the numerous individual decisions made by the directly 
involved students, faculty and administration. Although issues of power may 
certainly be at play in making it difficult or impossible for some strata of 
society to access higher education, students in a free society, rather than being 
cast as subjects of repression, exclusion and power can instead also be viewed 
as seekers of their own destinies – through acquiring knowledge that might 
increase their productivity and thus their ability to function in the world (1949). 
The practiced arts may have been often excluded from higher education for the 
reason that they did not represent financially lucrative avenues of future work 
for students. This may seem similar to Foucault’s argument that universities 
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are set up to produce workers within certain boundaries of perceived need – 
ones that will safely meld with society (Foucault and Simon 1971). Yet it is 
different in that it represents the free choice of the actors involved and not 
coercion from an outside power structure. It is possible for students in free 
societies to choose to study subjects that might lead to a financial betterment 
of their lives. This often also means that they choose against the fine arts as a 
possible choice since their prospects for acquiring high-paying jobs after 
graduation do not seem as likely. Such decisions can affect university 
enrollment patterns and thus which programs those universities elect to 
support. According to Dr. Margaret Merrion, Dean of the College of Fine Arts 
at Western Michigan University, “findings from the 2011 Strategic National 
Arts Alumni Project (SNAAP) indicated that about one-third of [American] 
arts alumni abandon their artistic ambitions due to debt burdens” (Merrion 
2011).  
 
Students who do remain interested in pursuing fine arts educations in 
university settings, who also show interest in Practice-based Research-oriented 
academic trajectories, are often still confronted with long-held, 
institutionalized ideas that have separated practice from research within 
academia. However, these ideas are increasingly being challenged by those 
that understand practice and research as being two complementary aspects of 
one whole (Haseman 2006, Borgdorff 2012).  
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It is out of this background that the need for a tool such as MCR arose. After 
the long history of antipathy between body and mind, between practice and 
research, between inside and outside in relation to academia, MCR was 
developed to bridge the resulting gap that exists between the doing of dance 
and the knowing of what is being done – i.e. between the body and mind of 
dance.  
 
During the past few decades, due to the changing episteme of the modern era, 
academic acceptance of Practice-based Research in the arts is increasing, most 
notably in Europe, the United States and Australia. Since it is beyond the 
scope of this thesis to list all of these dance universities, three important 
institutions are mentioned here as examples.  
 
The United Kingdom features prominently in the quantity and quality of the 
dialogue that is taking place surrounding the discussion of Practice-based 
Research. This was in large part due to the fact that in 1992, the UK 
Polytechnics were granted equal University status for research to be done in 
the subjects they offered. Later, a growing acceptance of practice-based 
research in the arts took place after the publication of the more recent 2007 
AHRC Research Review: Practice-Led Research in Art, Design and 
Architecture report (Rust 2007). Money that had once been scarce has begun 
to become available for practice-based research and because of this a 
concomitant demand has appeared for the development of standards for such 
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research, leading to an immense growth in the field as a whole.  One example 
of the result of this growing interest in PaR is Brunel University in London.  
 
The Centre for Contemporary and Digital Performance (CCDP) at Brunel, 
states on their website that they provide “…an open interactive laboratory for 
exploratory research in the time-based arts of theatre, performance and 
performance media involving a large group of research practitioners in 
performance at Brunel University's School of Arts, as well as the research and 
performing arts organizations affiliated with the activities of these 
practitioners.”  Johannes Birringer is the acting director of the Centre and a 
choreographer & Professor of Performance Technologies at Brunel University 
in West London. (Brunel 2009).  
 
Dr. Birringer’s work is relevant to the ideas in this present paper given his on-
going interest in practice-based research and the interface between dance 
choreography and digital technology. The CCDP website states that: 
Some members of the Centre's research group and partners seek to 
explore and help define the future of theatre and performance in their 
intersections with digital cultures, and with new media technologies 
and communications in the creative industries. The activities of the 
technology studios at the Center are also balanced by a range of non-
technological practices and research interests, including body-centered, 
physical work; liveness; site-specificity; audience interaction; text; 
place; social inquiry and new audiences. The wider research goal is to 
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explore the limits of physical performance and the boundaries between 
digital media and embodied performance behavior, both from an 
artistic and an engineering viewpoint. Combining live theatre with 
engineering, performance with scientific theory (in the various 
associations performance has made with research activity in 
cybernetics, AI, robotics, biology, the cognitive sciences, etc.), the 
Centre will drive a series of projects over the next ten years and 
beyond which continue to build members' national and international 
relations with other research ventures into performance cultures.” 
(Brunel 2009) 
 
Australia, in like manner has a growing community of practice-based 
researchers since there has been a general warming in academia to the notion 
of practice-based research in the arts after the publication in 1998 of the 
Strand Report which “remains the only comprehensive review into the nature 
and status of research undertaken by academics in visual and performing arts 
disciplines employed within the Australian university sector.” (Wilson 2011) 
 
One example of an Australian university that has embraced the practice-based 
arts is Queensland University of Technology (QUT) in Brisbane. With over 
250 research students, the Creative Industries faculty at QUT endorses the idea 
of Practice-based Research in a number of fields such as Fine Arts (which 
includes Dance), Journalism, Media and Communication, Music and Design 
(QUT 2014). According to the QUT website, the university encourages their 
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researchers “to undertake practice-led research, where the research begins in, 
and continues through, practice” (QUT 2014). Dr. Cheryl Stock, an Associate 
Professor at QUT has written extensively on an array of subjects related to 
practice-based research in dance. Writing in 2010, she observed that: 
It is now almost two decades since practice-led research (encompassed 
in various changing terminologies1) has formed part of the Australian 
research landscape in universities with a strong creative arts presence. 
Nationally and internationally, a growing and sophisticated 
understanding and articulation of specific methods to frame artistic 
practice has emerged, validating creative work as a bona fide research 
output, albeit accompanied by textual interpretation / contextualization 
/ illumination of the practice in an exegesis (Stock 2010). 
 
In the United States, there is also widespread artistic and academic interest and 
discussion of the fundamental issues involved with Practice-based Research in 
the arts, as evidenced by Patricia Leavy’s book, Method Meets Art: Arts-based 
Research Practice (Leavy 2008). An increasing number of artists entering 
academic institutions in the U.S. ask for research pathways through which 
they also can pursue their art forms.  
 
One such institution, Ohio State University, features the following statement 
on the “About” page of their Dance Department website: “At the heart of the 
OSU Dance experience is the notion of embodied scholarship, embracing the 
intertwining areas of physical practice, creative activity, and theoretical 
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inquiry” (OSU 2015). With this spirit in mind, OSU’s Advanced Computing 
Center for the Arts and Design (ACCAD), OSU faculty member Maria Palazzi 
(ACCAD/Department of Design), and Norah Zuniga Shaw 
(ACCAD/Department of Dance) began a collaborative conversation with the 
choreographer William Forsythe in 2005 that would eventually culminate with 
the work Synchronous Objects being published in 2009. This piece was a 
multi-dimensional work that combined dance and computer visualization of 
what Forsythe termed “choreographic objects”. In an interview (Forsythe 2009) 
that was conducted by ACCAD about at the time of Synchronous Objects, 
Forsythe explained that the essential question he asked himself when making 
the piece was, “How could you get information about choreography out there, 
without having a body?” His answer was to use “choreographic objects” 
outside of the human body that we can point to and say, “See what we know”; 
and perhaps more importantly, that we can use to help answer the question, 
“What else does this [choreographic] knowledge look like?” (2009).   
 
This is the general realm in which practice-based researchers in dance 
approach inquiry - not by necessarily asking these specific questions, but by 
using the principle of inquiry related to practice to arrive at knowledge. The 
partial success of artist-practitioners making inroads into academic research 
through practice-based work is a sign of progress, yet the underlying questions 
involved persist. Does the definition of the word “research” include that which 
an artist does when, in the act of creation, he investigates and searches for 
elements of his own work? Is an investigation that quantifies such a 
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phenomenon, or one that qualifies it with words, speaking about the same 
thing as the artistic work when it happens? Can research and practice happen 
simultaneously? 
 
These are difficult questions. On the surface, it seems that an artist’s 
investigation could be understood just like any other natural phenomenon and 
thus be open to already well-established methods of quantitative and 
qualitative research analysis. One view typified by anthropologist Tim Ingold, 
which explores the creation of art in relation to the creation of technology, 
suggests that they should not seen as disparate, but rather, closely similar 
(2001). Yet, compared to the fine arts, technological subjects are the much 
more frequent focus of research.  
 
Conceptions of Practice based research in the arts are being reevaluated 
however, with academia gradually moving away from the entrenched premise 
that practice and theory should be segregated. This is evidenced by the growth 
in academic writing in areas of dance research methodology (Raingruber 2003, 
Borgdorff 2005, Haseman 2006, Kozel 2008, Liamputtong and Rumbold 2008, 
Borgdorff 2012); documentation (deLahunta 2000, Blades 2013, Cocker 2013, 
Haviland 2013a); shareability (Sullivan 2006, Geczy 2009, Lepecki 2010); 
and forms of knowledge (Scrivener 2002, Pakes 2003, McGregor 2004, 
Barbour 2006, Kjorup 2006, Nelson 2006, Manning 2009, Haviland 2013b). 
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Some theorists like Brad Haseman, in his Manifesto for Performative 
Research postulate that a third and entirely new category of academic research 
is required to complement and add to the already existing paradigms of 
quantitative and qualitative research. He calls this third type, “Performative 
Research”. This new category, according to Haseman, would make room for 
the special nature of Practice-based Research in the arts. In Haseman’s words, 
Performative Research is that in which, “…symbolic data works 
performatively … the research expression becomes the research itself … it is 
expressed in nonnumeric data and in forms of symbolic data other than words 
in discursive text.” Types of artwork that fall under this category are: 
“material forms of practice, still and moving images, music and sound, live 
action and digital code.”  Haseman surmises that Performative Research is 
possibly an entirely new paradigm for academic research as such. (Haseman 
2006) 
 
Like Butler, mentioned earlier, Haseman bases his premise on Speech Act 
Theory, which was posited by the language philosopher, J.L. Austin in his 
1955 lecture, How to do Things with Words (Austin 1962). In this work Austin 
speculates that:  
Utterances can be found … such that  
A. they do not ‘describe’ or ‘report’ or constate anything at all, 
are not ‘true or false’; and 
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B. the uttering of the sentence is, or is a part of, the doing of an 
action, which again would not normally be described as, or as 
‘just’, saying something. [As in]: ‘I name this ship the Queen 
Elizabeth’-- as uttered when smashing the bottle against the 
stem. 
 
In these examples it seems clear that to utter the sentence (in, of course, 
the appropriate circumstances) is not to describe my doing of what I 
should be said in so uttering to be doing or to state that I am doing it: it 
is to do it. [Italics mine]  
 
What are we to call a sentence or an utterance of this type? I propose to 
call it a performative [Italics mine] sentence or a performative 
utterance, or, for short, `a performative'. …The name is derived, of 
course, from ‘perform’, the usual verb with the noun ‘action’: it 
indicates that the issuing of the utterance is the performing of an action 
— it is not normally thought of as just saying something (Austin 1962). 
 
In this regard, Haseman’s attraction to Austin’s idea of simultaneously saying 
and doing something, all as one act, is very similar to the idea that artists 
speak of when they talk of their research in the arts as being one and the same 
as the doing of the art.  
 
A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING  







By adding this third form of “performative” research into the picture, has 
Haseman provided the much needed room for art practice to finally be situated 
within and accepted by academic research circles, or does the fact that he has 
pointed to the need for a completely different paradigm within which to situate 
Practice-based Research in the arts reinforce the argument that PBR cannot 
fulfill what is generally considered to be research in academia?  Because 
questions such as these remain unsettled, inquiry into and debate about the 
nature of Practice as Research in the arts is on-going and looks set to continue.  
 
The idea of Practice-based arts research does not suggest that it must be 
“academic” in nature, for there are artists that perform inquiry into their own 
work simply for the sake of understanding it (Geczy 2009, Snyder 2009). For 
those who do chose to pursue an academic approach to practice-based arts 
research however, quantitative, science-based research methods (Sussman 
1998, Glass and Stevens 2005, Amsterdam 2007, Houston 2013, Quin 2013) 
as well as qualitative methods used in the social sciences and humanities 
(including ethnographic study, direct observation, recording, and interviews) 
are at their disposal (Bench 2013, Giurchescu 2013). In addition, innovative 
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1.6  Etymology 
 
Looking from this historical perspective at the art form of dance helps to bring 
understanding to why it is situated as it is today in relation to academic 
research.  In the same way, by examining it from the other direction, through a 
microscope instead of a telescope, some of the problems discussed in this 
thesis are also further delineated.  
 
Etymologically, the phrase, “practice as research in the arts,” is somewhat of 
an anomaly. By looking at the definitions of each of the three aspects of this 
phrase in isolation, the reason for its anomalistic nature becomes more 
apparent. The Oxford English Dictionary (OED) defines ‘practice’ as being: 
“to pursue or be engaged in (a particular occupation, profession, skill, or art)” 
(OED 2011b). In this sense, it is the act of doing a particular line of work and 
therefore it is temporally limited to the present, as one cannot “practice” in the 
future or the past. Practice therefore suggests the present as viewed from the 
attribute of action.  
 
The third and final word of the phrase “practice as research” is defined by the 
OED as: a “systematic investigation or inquiry aimed at contributing to 
knowledge of a theory, topic, etc., by careful consideration, observation, or 
study of a subject. In later use also: original critical or scientific investigation 
carried out under the auspices of an academic or other institution.” The word 
“research” was thought to have first been recorded as being used in this sense 
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by the English astrologer, John Harvey in his book: A Discursive Probleme 
Concerning Prophesies (Harvey 1588) where he writes: “Peruse some of their 
own writings, research their antiquities, compare their chronologies, examine 
their records and registers” (OED 2013). If one looks at key words in this 
definition, such as: “systematic”, “inquiry”, “careful consideration”, 
“observation”, “study”, and “investigation”, there is a theme that runs through 
all of them: intention.  
 
The very concept of research is closely allied with the idea of intention since 
research is the willful decision to focus on a particular aspect of a subject. Art 
making, on the other hand, often is much more open-ended than this – 
especially in the realm of improvisation. Sheets-Johnstone (1981: 400) writes 
that, “A dance improvisation is process through and through, a form which 
lives and breathes only in the momentary flow of its creation, a flow 
experienced as an ongoing or prolonged present.” Conversely, in differing 
degrees, improvisational artists at times use past memory or plan into the 
future, in momentary ways, for what the next movement or decision will be 
during a performance (Mendonça and Wallace, 2004: 2), however, this doesn't 
change the nature of dance improvisation as being something that takes place 
primarily in the present.  
 
So, if indeed, improvised dance takes place, as Sheets-Johnstone surmise, in 
an “ongoing or prolonged present”, the conception of the practiced dance 
process itself as being also research becomes problematic. For if research is 
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the business of contextually understanding something as it is situated within 
the span of historical time, the past, present and future, how then can it be 
performed on that which is only taking place in an “ongoing or prolonged 
present”?  
 
Further difficulties arise when one looks more closely at what the final word 
in the phrase, “practice as research in the arts,” suggests. The Oxford English 
Dictionary (OED) defines “Arts” as being:  
Any of various pursuits or occupations in which creative or 
imaginative skill is applied according to aesthetic principles (formerly 
often defined in terms of ‘taste’); … the various branches of creative 
activity, as painting, sculpture, music, literature, dance, drama, oratory, 
etc. (OED 2011a). 
 
One of the earliest uses of the concept “arts” in this sense was by Geoffrey 
Chaucer in his 1368 poem, The Book of the Duchess: “Lamekis sonne Tuball 
that founde oute fyrste the arte of songe but grekis seyn pictagoras the fyrste 
finder was of the arte.” The dictionary continues with a more recent definition 
of the arts: ‘The expression or application of creative skill and imagination, 
typically in a visual form such as painting, drawing, or sculpture, producing 
works to be appreciated primarily for their beauty or emotional power. Also: 
such works themselves considered collectively’ (OED 2011a). 
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Art itself (the subject of the ‘arts’) is defined by the OED as: ‘Skill; its display, 
application, or expression, as in the ‘skill’ in doing something, esp. as the 
result of knowledge or practice.” The dictionary adds that there is a long 
precedence for this sense of the word, with the “Anglo-Norman and Old 
French, Middle French art, meaning, method, or knowledge employed to gain 
a certain result, or technique”, first being used around the year 1000 AD and 




1.7  Analysis 
 
What is noteworthy in these dictionary definitions of “art” and the “arts” is the 
fact that they are described as being an applied “creative or imaginative skill”; 
or “the expression or application of creative skill and imagination”; or seen as 
the “…result of knowledge or practice”, and: “…a method or knowledge 
employed to gain a certain result” [italics mine] (OED 2011a). 
 
In other words art is the result of some kind of applied special training or 
knowledge, it is the result of training that has produced knowledgeable 
practitioners who are creating (producing) it. The question then arises whether 
the resulting thing that is produced is therefore knowledge, or whether it is 
instead something on which knowledge can be based – i.e. a new referent in 
reality. If art itself therefore is not the knowledge, then further questions arise 
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concerning what is taking place by the practice undertaken to create the art 
product and whether the practice is research, or something else altogether.  
 
If research is indeed a “systematic investigation or inquiry aimed at 
contributing to knowledge”, of something (of a theory, topic, etc.) (OED 
2013), then this use of the word “of” demands of research that it has an object 
of which it is gaining knowledge. In this sense, it is hard to understand how 
something that is “practice-based” can be considered as a kind of research 
object since practicing is a precursor to it becoming an object – i.e. a dance. 
The practice is the doing, going there, conjecturing, but it is not yet the object 
– unless one is actually studying the practice itself, as a kind of method – i.e. 
looking in at the practice with an external gaze, in order to better understand 
how that practice works, where it might lead, what are its salient and non-
salient points, etc. But this kind of research about practice (or method) is not 
what is meant by the term “practice as research” (Candy 2005, Haseman 2006, 
Spatz 2011) – i.e. practice itself being the research, rather than practice being 
the object of the research. In this sense, the phrase, “practice as research” 
becomes a koan-like utterance, in that it folds in on itself as a kind of 
meaningless contradiction in terms.  
 
Using the OED definitions as a starting place, the three words “Practice”, 
“Research” and “Arts,” when placed side-by-side, connote something like, the 
act of doing temporally limited to the present, as a method for the systematic, 
intentional, investigation into the results of some special knowledge, technical 
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skill or practice that is being performed to produce art. If viewed in this way, a 
kind of contradiction begins to emerge from the very use of the words 
involved – primarily between the definitions of the words “practice” and 
“research”. If practice is an act which takes place in the present, yet research is 
looking at past present and future, in an intentional quest to fully understand 
the results of the subject the practice is producing, it presents a kind of 
circularity that is confusing when one considers how indeed practice can be 
seen as research. This is especially true when both terms are being used 
simultaneously to talk about the same thing, as when artists or academics 
make the claim that the practice is the research.  
 
Perhaps the key word here is actually the hyphenated “based.” How can 
research be based in practice? Practice, as discussed above, only exists 
temporally in the present whereas research, by its nature, makes inquiry into 
all time periods, past, present and future. Research of existing artwork or art 
history is easy to conceptualize, but research as practice is more troublesome.  
 
To realize that practice only takes place in the present does not discount the 
idea that practice also leaves traces of itself that extend out into time in the 
form of recorded archives, or kinesthetically-inscribed and remembered 
movement – i.e. that which Noland conceives as kinesthetic gesture (2009). It 
is Noland’s idea that kinesthesia, or the body’s ability to sense and feel 
movement, lends itself to experimentation and thus supports the idea of 
agency. Closely related to the concept of free will, agency - in this sense, the 
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willed, kinesthetic act embodied as gesture - allows for an individual’s 
divergence from the inscribed, Foucauldian cultural norms that would 
otherwise seem to circumscribe behavior. Noland’s premise in this regard is 
closer to what the MCR methodology suggests, in that frequent instances of 
agency were observed in both the MCR choreographer’s sometimes wide 
divergence from socially-inscribed movements and in the Facilitator/dancer’s 
differing and often incomplete understanding and reenactment of the 
choreographer’s kinesthetic imprints. The concept of willed, gestural agency 
does not answer the problem of simultaneous practice and research, but it does 
take us a step closer to understanding this difficult to define realm, since it is a 
closely-related concept to the “knowing/doing”, or “observing/acting” that 
would need to be present in any instance of Practice as Research.   
 
Research has also commonly been thought of as that which scientists do to 
investigate an hypothesis to see what understanding or knowledge can be 
gained through the process. Andersson (2009: 8) argues that there is a 
fundamental difference, between the products that artists and scientists 
produce, “Artists produce works of art, and scientists produce knowledge.”  
 
In a similar vein, Stephen Scrivener argues in his article, “The Art Object does 
not Embody a Form of Knowledge”, that:  
Through original investigation (i.e., research) we arrive at knowledge 
and understanding of the natural and artificial worlds, past and present. 
In contradistinction, art making brings into existence artefacts that 
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have to be interpreted. Drawing on the natural and artificial worlds and 
imagination, the artist generates apprehensions [italics mine] (in the 
sense of objects that must be grasped by the senses and the intellect) 
which when grasped offer ways of seeing and being. Whereas original 
investigation is concerned with acquiring knowledge of what is or was 
the case, art making is concerned with providing ways of seeing and 
ways of being in relation to what is, was, or might be. (Scrivener 2002)  
 
Scrivener’s identification of the artist’s artefact as being an “apprehension” 
distinguishes it from the object of traditional research, which is that of 
knowledge. Drawing on and extending Scrivener’s argument, this 
apprehension-producing artefact suggests the difference between the artist’s 
pursuit, when creating original artwork, and that of the traditional researcher 
when researching an object of knowledge. This leads Scrivener to surmise that 
in order to constructively serve the needs of artists and the nature of the arts, 
the term “research” will have to be aligned to that which makes art practice 
what it is, i.e. a producer of “apprehensions” and insights which, in 
Scrivener’s words lead us to “experience these insights as possibilities rather 
than conclusions: as, “I think that” rather than “I know that”’ (2002). In this 
sense, artworks offer perspectives or ways of seeing … and ways of being’ as 
opposed to being objects that convey knowledge.  
 
Scrivener concludes that if there is to be research in the arts, that research 
should not be a “wholesale shift toward knowledge and knowledge 
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acquisition” since it would, “likely be at the expense of art’s longstanding, but 
perhaps, implicit value” (2002). In other words, making this shift would go 
against the basic nature of the artistic process as being geared primarily toward 
realizing work as “apprehensions”. He cautions against focusing on the 
potential for artistic art-making to be a conveyor of knowledge since this 
would relegate the produced artefact to being merely a second-hand by-
product of this process. Scrivener points out that if “we start from the position 
that art is the proper goal of arts research then knowledge derivation through 
art making would be research in some other discipline”. In view of this, the 
embrace of research methodologies from other disciplines that are completely 
different in nature than the arts could be construed as being denigrating by 
situating the arts as mere hand servants to those other fields of endeavor. 
Scrivener concludes that, “we should not attempt to justify the art object as a 
form of knowledge and should instead focus on defining the goals and norms 
of the activity that we choose to call arts research” (2002).  
 
Beginning with Scrivener’s argument that the arts artefact is not an object of 
knowledge, but rather an object of apprehension, this thesis suggests that the 
practicing artist who is doing the research conduct research in the arts in the 
first-person. More specifically, since Scrivener only focuses on painting and 
the visual arts to make his argument (although it is, by extension, applicable to 
other art forms), special considerations that relate specifically to the very 
different field of dance need also to be considered. These include 1) the need 
for both the research and the art to be conducted simultaneously by the same 
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person, 2) the importance of the fact that dance practice only takes place in the 
present, and 3) that in order to research dance from a first-person perspective 
without disrupting the creative process, a method of surrogate observation is 
implicated. This could either involve, yet to be developed, future digital 
technology capable of recording brain activity and creative processes, or a 
trained observer of the creative process that could reenact choreographic work 
and help facilitate recall of the choreographic process. It is this second 
possibility that is discussed in depth later in this thesis. 
 
In view of these three considerations, and the fact that the goal of this research 
is not to understand an object of knowledge as such, but rather a “state of 
being”, or an “apprehension” (Scrivener 2002), a valid inquiry would then 
literally mean that one would have to enter the interior, subjective, world of 
the practicing dancer, both physically and mentally. This is not to attempt to 
push for subjectivity in research, but rather to acknowledge that a method, 
which acknowledges the subjective nature of the research, would be necessary 
for practice as research to take place. In other words, since arts practice 
consists of either an experiential state, or the creation of an end product that 
represents a state of “being-in-the-present”, a researcher would have to, in 
effect, be the practitioner in both a perceptual and conceptual sense for at least 
the duration of the artistic creative process and the inquiry into it. 
Metaphysically, a person is unable to inhabit the body of another – so the artist 
would have to do the research himself, or find some method by which that self 
could be accessed from the outside.  
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Inquiry into arts practice holds potential to produce new insights into the 
internal, creative vision of individual artists; and by extension, to increase 
understanding of creativity, per se. The aim of this present study is to work 
toward an intimate engagement with the first person, experiential viewpoint of 
the artist, via the development of the MCR methodology; to give researchers 
increased access to the private world that artists inhabit. This may enable 
artists, during the course of research, to stay in the flow of the creative process 
that is being researched, rather than being reflexively sidetracked. The 
subsequent benefit of such an inquiry would be an increased understanding of 
the artistic process.   
 
 
1.8  Historical Reconstruction 
 
One of the central, specific issues that we face when probing a creative act at a 
later time is that of “distance” – created by the act of reconstruction in a 
different context than that of the original. This is an issue that has been dealt 
with in dance in relation to longer historical time scales (Franko 1989, Lepecki 
2012, De Laet 2014), yet the approach we take to MCR in shorter durational 
periods faces similar challenges and creates similar kinds of space for creative 
work. This idea of distance suggests an awareness of the historical “other”, i.e. 
that which is separated from us by time and space but that we still have the 
ability to access and learn from. The resulting temporal “gap” that distance 
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creates is a space in which new knowledge may potentially be discovered and 
where creativity can take place. The shareability of such knowledge can be 
facilitated by the abilities of trained dancers who have the particular 
kinesthetic skills needed to experience, remember and later re-create 
movement through kinesthetic means.  
 
 
1.9  Scope  
 
MCR, in addressing the problems stemming from the concept of Practice as 
Research, is providing a possible way to allow reflexive research to take place 
by the first person dance practitioner. Through experimental means, MCR is 
also providing choreographers with a new choreographic tool for the creation 
of dances. This addresses incomplete information in the current literature on 
the subject that the MCR research study is situated to fill.  
 
Although some of the above information concerning dance research has been 
previously addressed by this author in a related article (Mead 2012), new 
knowledge in this area has more recently come to light through the MCR 
methodology which has helped to define the scope of MCR and to situate it 
within the context of a wider field of research interests. Dance researchers in 
general have shown much less interest in the specific problem of accessing the 
creative process through research done at the same time one is creating, 
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without destroying the creative process. In scope, therefore, MCR is 
particularly invested in this problem and is well suited to address it.  
 
Outside of the very private context of a choreographer trying to understand 
and access his/her own creative process through introspective means, there is 
the sense, as Melrose (2007) has written, that the signature practices of artists 
likely would gain at least a part of their significance by “a relational mark, 
established between ‘the work’, its maker/s, and its validation by those whose 
judgments of taste and value are vital to the disciplines concerned.” Although 
this is an important point, it moves somewhat beyond the scope of this current 
study that is focused on the artist’s personal, private engagement in the 
process, rather than on his/her relation to a social context.   This is not to 
suggest that PaR is devoid of any social influences, but whatever those 
influences are, the creative act is simultaneously one of profound privacy and 
individual effort. Although some of the social aspects of PaR will be 




1.10  Structure of Thesis  
 
The structure of this thesis will be as follows.  In Chapter One, an overview of 
Practice as Research is presented in relation to the core problem it presents, 
and how it is historically and etymologically situated. Chapter 2 will then 
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build on this beginning by discussing related work in the field, placing 
Practice as Research in relation to relevant literature, philosophic points of 
view, related methodologies and other approaches to practice. Chapter Three 
then looks more closely at first-person research and at the basic research 
problem that forms the core of this thesis, why it is important, and how 
Mimetically-cued Recall will contribute to addressing this problem. Chapter 
Four will then discuss the hypothesis that this MCR methodology addresses, 
the basic approach of MCR, and how it sheds light on related issues. Chapter 
Five will present the development of the methodology and experiments of 
MCR as a dance tool. It will delineate two experimental settings: MCR1 and 
MCR2 in which the hypothesis and other questions raised in this thesis are 
addressed by choreographers who look at what they do as research and who 
borrow research techniques to facilitate novel approaches to the creation of 
new choreography. Chapter Six will then broaden the discussion of 
Mimetically-cued Recall by looking at it from another perspective: in terms of 
its relationship to the broader field of dance research and how it informs and 
adds to knowledge in that field.  Chapter Seven will discuss the contributions 
that this research can offer to both choreographic and dance practitioners, as 
well as to the theory of Practice as Research. Chapter Eight will look to the 
future and at problems and possibilities that have come to light through this 
investigation. Finally, Chapter Nine will form a conclusion and offer some 
closing thoughts about the Mimetically-cued Recall research project.  
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The introduction of this thesis identified the core problem of the concept of 
Practice as Research as being the difficulty posed by attempting to 
simultaneously create art while also performing research. The idea of the 
Mimetically-cued Recall method has been introduced and placed into the 
historical context of Practice as Research. In addition the etymological 
meaning of the phrase Practice as Research has been discussed in relation to 
knowledge acquisition and the problem of how such knowledge is accessed 
and shared in order to add understanding to the problem the concept poses. 
Finally, it has presented an overall structure of this thesis to clearly outline the 
chapters that follow.  
 
The next chapter will present a discussion of related work in the field in order 




Related Work  
 
This chapter will address related work in the field, placing Practice as 
Research in relation to relevant literature, philosophic points of view, related 
methodologies and other approaches to practice. 
 
Over the past decade various views about Practice as Research in the arts have 
appeared in an increasing number of books and journal articles which either 
focus on, or make reference to, the idea of body-produced knowledge – e.g. 
(Csepregi 2006, Macleod and Holdridge 2006, Gehm, Husemann et al. 2007, 
Barton, Friberg et al. 2010, Biggs and Karlsson 2010). Dance in particular has 
frequently been the focal point of many of the concepts discussed in these 
books since dance is arguably the most body-oriented of the arts and a 
particularly rich area for researchers interested in the body’s potential for the 
transmission of knowledge. 
 
Since the body is central to the subject of Practice as Research in dance, 
various issues have emerged that strike common chords across the writing of 
various theorists in relation to both knowledge and research. These issues have 
assumed an increasingly noticeable and focused place in the corpus and speak 
to the fundamental questions and concerns of researchers in the field.  The 
following discussion of these issues is derived from their relevance to dance 
A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING  







research, as evidenced by their repeated appearance in sporadic yet significant 
places in the literature. 
 
 
2.1  Accessibility of the creative process  
 
As was discussed earlier, the proposal to access the creative process of the 
first-person practitioner, without disturbing that process, is a problematic 
premise. Many writers in the field (Haseman 2006, Barrett and Bolt 2007, 
Allegue, Jones et al. 2009) accept the notion that the work of a practicing artist 
is equatable to research. But this begs the question of when exactly that 
research is being performed. The artefact that is the product of artistic research 
can be closely studied– but practice as research presents a different problem 
since it is the research itself that is the creative process of the artist. An 
individual’s creative process is neither reproducible, nor shareable due to its 
personal, private nature; but both reproducibility and shareability are 
requirements of that which is called research. If something is amenable to 
research, then it is something that is open to study, and the comparison over 
time of findings derived from such study. However, since the creative process 
disappears as quickly as it appears, it does not lend itself easily to research - 
unless a method is devised that is fast enough, or sufficiently observant, which 
can record what is happening during the creative process.  
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A number of synonymic words or phrases exist for the concept of creativity, 
such as:  brainstorming, lateral thinking, creative thinking, problem solving or 
inspiration. However, it is difficult through text alone, to capture the flavor 
and ephemerality of the brief span of time in which creative inspiration takes 
place. Even though a creative thought can at times involve a long incubation 
period, at one point there arrives a “break-through” moment, through which 
the person experiencing it senses that they now understand or know something 
that the moment before they did not know – a feeling that they’ve suddenly 
“gotten it”.  Phrases such as: “the aha moment” “the eureka moment” or “the 
moment of inspiration” suggest the immediacy of the creative moment, but 
actually speak more of the point in time that someone suddenly grasps an idea 
than they do of the moment that creative inspiration takes place. For this study 
therefore, the phrases, “creative thought” for the type of action the mind takes 
during the moment of inspiration, and “the creative moment” for the instance 
in time such inspiration takes place, have been used, since more precise 
concepts do not exist at the present time. In a more general sense “creative 
process” is used to suggest the ongoing work that takes place during a creative 
act.  
 
The method by which an artist-practitioner/researcher would be able to make 
their inner world known to others might be by the recording of personal 
perceptions, impressions, flashes of creativity, thoughts, and kinesthetic 
sensations as they occur during the creative process in an attempt to capture 
the “apprehension” of art, as Scrivener has described it (2002). Another 
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approach is through the first-person narrative technique in which the 
researcher is brought directly into the inquiry. Dance therapists, Cruz and 
Berrol speak of the usefulness of these kinds of “storytelling, autobiographical 
accounts, [or] split-page formats”, suggesting that “through such methods the 
researcher can give clear voice to their own experience” (2004: 113).  
 
There are numerous other well-known examples of first-person research 
methods in the fields of sociology, ethnography and anthropology; examples 
of which include: introspective reflexivity; autoethnography; autobiography; 
first-person action inquiry (Elmes 2011); personal testimony; the use of diaries 
or journals; self-reflection; discourse analysis; other narrative approaches; 
interviews; qualitative analysis of artist’s notes; conversation analysis; self 
investigation; second person’s voice reports; Poietiques (Sano, Nagai et al. 
2009) (Passeron 1962);  drawing process analysis;  reflective practice (Schon 
1983); experiential learning (Kolb 1983); observation; protocol analysis; 
combined video recording /participant observation (Paterson, Bottorff et al. 
2003); qualitative analysis of artist’s notes and Video-cued Recall. 
 
 
2.2  Video-cued Recall 
 
Of these different possibilities for recording and analyzing the complexities of 
human engagement, response, memory, affect and cognition "Video-Cued 
Recall" (VCR) is a particularly interesting method, especially since the 
A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING  







technique seems to lend itself particularly well to the kinesthetic field of dance. 
According to Candy and Edmonds,  
 
 
Video-cued recall or retrospective reporting is a method for collecting 
verbal data commonly used for investigating human cognitive 
processes. Because reports are made after the experience, this method 
is regarded as having less impact on cognitive processes than 
concurrent think-aloud methods. Reporting retrospectively, however, 
presents the risk that the participant will forget details and that their 
recall will be interpretively filtered. The video cued-recall method 
helps to avoid these pitfalls by using video to help the participant recall 
the detail of their experience and avoid selective interpretation (2012). 
 
VCR has been used in varying degrees in many research studies in fields as 
diverse as cognitive studies (Omodei, McLennan et al. 2002, Bilda, Candy et 
al. 2007) musical composition (Amitani & Hori 2005), safety management 
(McLennan 2005), design process (Suwa, Purcell et al. 2006), social science 
(Lahlou 2011) and interactive art (Khut 2012). It is an often-used tool for the 
collection and analysis of first-person data.   
 
As a tool for dance, VCR allows the choreographer/researcher to record in 
visual and auditory form the actions of his/her own body, as he/she is involved 
in the creative process. Video is able to capture in detail the nature and nuance 
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of a dancer’s movement without any need for the practitioner to conduct the 
videography or to even be aware that the recording process is taking place 
while they are involved with the creative process. This recording, when played 
back at a later time, can then become a useful re-enactment tool to help the 
same practitioner recall important artistic insights that may have otherwise 
been lost if he/she were depending on simple memory alone.  
 
However, video is still removed from the viewpoint and real-time experience 
of the artist in a number of important ways. Firstly, it is taken from a particular 
viewpoint that does not include the first person view of the creator (even if a 
head-mounted video camera is used); it fails to record other possible 
viewpoints, and is open to diverse interpretation. Most importantly however, 
especially in the context of this present paper, the video is unable to capture 
the inherently corporal nature of what is happening in the creative dance 
moment. Along with the subjectivity and meaning of dance, the flesh and 
blood, physically nuanced, kinesthetic nature of what took place is for all 
intents and purposes lost. It is for these embodied elements of dance that the 
human body is particularly well suited.  
 
It could be said that any later reenactment with historical material would be 
reframed within a different context. So too video, being a two-dimensional 
record, gives us a view of the embodied creative act, but it is a two-
dimensionalized, pixelated, approximate, electronic image that now frames the 
experience in a way that the original experience was not framed – and this is 
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all that remains, outside of the original practitioner’s kinesthetic memory of 
the event.  Arguably, this kind of video record gives the artist/researcher some 
ability to return to the creative moment with great visual detail, yet the multi-
layered context is not well captured in the video frame.  
 
When a VCR session records a single person (the choreographer in this case) 
it is only that person who has access to the inner (e.g. kinesthetic, motivational) 
perceptions that gave rise to the work and therefore without some kind of 
external observation such as the video, it is only that person who can suggest 
how their choreography or performance is being perceived. This is 
problematic since audience perceptions of dance performance can vary widely 
from person to person, and may differ markedly from the professed or desired 
perceptions of the dance practitioner/creator. Solely depending on the 
practitioner’s perceptions is a narrow way to view perceptual information in 
relation to dance creation and performance. Video can certainly add another 
perceptual viewpoint and metaphorically “speak” in this regard, however it is 
doubtful that it is able to provide the perceptual information that would be 
needed to gain knowledge about multiple perceptual points of view.  
 
Even with the provision of another viewpoint possibly provided by video, the 
absence of a bodily interaction between the viewer (audience) and the 
performer (subject of the video) may prevent it from fully encompassing what 
needs to be experienced for the creative process of the choreographer to be 
understood after the fact in relation to PaR. Fischer-Lichte speaks to this in 
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suggesting that “performances are generally brought forth by the feedback 
loop’s autopoiesis, which … is based on the bodily co-presence of actors and 
spectators” (2008). Fischer-Lichte emphasizes that it is the bodily “co-
presence” of actors (or dancers in this context) and spectators that make the 
feedback loop, and thus liminality, possible. She invokes the anthropological 
concept of “liminality”, or the threshold state of passing from one level of 
experience to another in performance, as that which can only be attained by 
the physical co-experience of the event, i.e. from the multiple points of view 
of dancer/choreographer (actor) and various spectators.  As powerful as video 
is as a tool for recall, it is lacking in this regard.  
 
Therefore, although a research technique like Video-Cued Recall (VCR) 
remains a valuable method by which to help artists recall real time, first-
person responses to the creation of their artwork by allowing them to view 
detailed information recorded on video while they subjectively respond to it in 
kind, it still leaves out vital information about the shared experience of 
viewers who are perceiving the work. More importantly, video is unable to 
capture the inner, kinesthetic information that trained dancers are able to sense 
and respond to. 
 
In addition to VCR, researchers are also showing increased interest in shared 
narrative research methods and reflexive storytelling for their possible 
usefulness as a way to access first-person experiential knowledge 
(Liamputtong and Rumbold 2008).  Pointing out the dominance of 
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propositional knowing, Liamputtong points out that other ways of knowing, 
which access experience with more immediacy and richness, or that “translate 
it into action and practice, tend to receive less attention” (2008: 2). This lack 
of attention may be changing however, with the current increased interest in 
practice-based art as a possible locus of research.  
 
It continues to remain an open question whether or not these types of 
reflexive, first-person research methods are actually appropriate for practice-
based arts research since any method that involves the artist also demands of 
him/her a certain kind of division of labor, between art practice and art 
reflection – a division that can disturb the tenuous, present-dwelling, creative 
muse that is initiating, formulating, and driving the creation of the art at hand.  
 
This creative muse is alluded to in the findings of Kozhevnikov et al (2009: 
651-652) concerning practitioners of Buddhist meditation techniques. In this 
study the authors examined “the effects of meditation on mental imagery, 
evaluating Buddhist monks’ reports concerning their extraordinary imagery 
skills”. The results indicated that “after meditation, Deity Yoga practitioners 
demonstrated a dramatic increase in performance on imagery tasks compared 
with the other groups. This suggests that Deity meditation specifically trains 
one’s capacity to access heightened visuospatial processing resources, rather 
than generally improving visuospatial imagery abilities” (2009: 645). This 
increase in creative processing as a simultaneous occurrence with the practice 
of meditation is relevant to this discussion since it speaks to the simultaneity 
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2.3  Recording  
 
The interest that Kozhevnikov has in the relation of cognition to memory and 
simultaneous introspection and practice has also been expressed through 
alternate cognitive study approaches. Over the past four decades, brain-
computer interface (BCI) research has been conducted by various researchers 
such as (Miyawaki, et al, 2008; Mazzatenta, et al, 2007; Abbott, 2009; 
Quiroga, et al, 2008) who have applied their findings to the study of dreams, 
the mental manipulation of prosthetic devices and the partial restoration of 
sight and hearing. The specific technology for actually recording thought may 
only become an actuality at some future point but the potential for its use is 
ripe (Cerf et al, 2010).  
 
For the present however, one possible way to approximate this in-the-moment 
recording might be as simple as having the artist learn to ‘think-talk’ – i.e. to 
consistently talk out loud to him/herself in a completely unselfconscious way 
as he/she works so it would not interrupt the creative flow of ideas; and then 
for those thoughts to be simultaneously recorded. However, even if this 
approach was perfected, it would still raise the same concern discussed above 
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– it may disrupt the creative process by having the artist become an observer 
of his/her own creative act.   
 
As Dan Zahavi has observed, first-person accounts can be problematic when 
one becomes purposefully self-observant, or reflective,  
When we are absorbed or immersed in our daily concerns and simply 
live through our experiences, they are not given as objects; they are not 
something we observe from a distance and they do not stand opposite 
us. This, however, is precisely what can happen when we reflect. In 
reflection, we can place ourselves in contrast to a part of our own 
experiential life. We can distance ourselves from an experience. (2006: 
64)  
 
Making inquiry into important, but tangential events to the creative process, 
such as the background investigative work a choreographer frequently will do 
to be more fully prepared for their creative work, or the work he/she does with 
dancers to find appropriate movement for a piece of choreography, may be 
interesting as research, but it is not the same as doing practice as research 
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2.4  Knowledge acquisition and artefact 
 
When dance is mentioned within the same context as research, 
epistemological questions soon surface concerning the definition and 
acquisition of knowledge as it relates to art and the creative artefact. This is 
because original research as it is understood from an academic perspective 
makes a contribution to its field by imparting some form of knowledge. So the 
question arises, is the art artefact knowledge. Stating that artwork can be a 
legitimate research outcome as long as it “embodies new knowledge” Biggs 
(Biggs and Karlsson 2010) further qualifies this by adding, “These artefacts 
may well represent the core of the ‘new knowledge’ generated by the research, 
but the clarity with which that knowledge is communicated directly through 
the artefact is questionable.” Even if one accepts the idea that artwork can be 
understood as a form of new knowledge, the problem of sharing it leads to the 
perceived need for the use of text as the communicative medium for such 
sharing. The challenge then arises that one must be able to then explain how 
art forms like dance and the visual arts, which are not text-based, can be 
researched and thus contribute to knowledge.  
 
Brown and Sorenson argue that “the artefact provides evidence of the 
knowledge discovered. It stands as a demonstration of the theory and is 
available as a reference for further investigation and verification. The artefact 
helps to make the ideas explicit” (Brown and Sorenson 2008). Further, they 
argue that practice makes the ideal partner for research since the artefact that it 
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produces acts as an incentive for others to engage with the knowledge the 
practice has produced. “The artefact is integral in communicating the ideas of 
the research in all its richness and in making the theory available to a wider 
audience who might otherwise not engage with knowledge in the abstract.” 
(Brown 2008: 7-8). 
 
Some theorists see inherent contradictions when viewing artwork as a form of 
knowledge comparable to what traditional research considers as knowledge. 
Scrivener, for example, posits some challenging questions in this regard 
(Scrivener 2002). For example, he asks whether knowledge is in fact stored in 
art objects, since, for research purposes, knowledge must be extracted from 
information that is stored in artefacts. If this is true, researchers must discover 
methods by which they can extract this information from the dance artefact 
and delineate the form in which this information would exist. Since, for 
research, art objects would need to be “read” to garner “deep insight into 
emotions, human nature and relationships, and our place in the World”, 
Scrivener asks whether it is possible to “know anything of deep significance 
through viewing an artwork”, what the cognitive state is when one views 
artwork and if one can be aware of that state at the same time one is 
experiencing it. This directly relates to the MCR work. He makes the point 
that “if knowing is not the cognitive state one is in when viewing artworks… 
then it is difficult to see how research can be conducted in this way” (2002) 
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For Scrivener, if the “proper goal of [artistic] research is the art itself that it 
produces” then it cannot, at the same time, “produce knowledge that is 
independent of the art artefacts produced.” He also asks whether art artefacts 
throughout history form a searchable, organized body of knowledge that can 
be organized in this fashion and whether they can be understood as arguments 
(2002). 
 
This kind of “body of knowledge” may be difficult to ascertain in the arts, 
especially since the arts have more commonly been researched and criticized 
by those who are more or less outside of the world of practicing artists. 
However, there are some notable examples of artists who have written about, 
analyzed and critiqued the artwork of other artists, from inside the field.  
 
The 14th century Italian painter, architect and historian, Giorgio Vasari in his 
work The Lives of the Most Excellent Painters, Sculptors, and Architects 
(Vasari 1550), detailed the lives of numerous artists and critiqued their work 
in such a way that this book has remained as a valuable resource about early 
European artists to this day. Being a working artist himself, he was able to 
bring a unique perspective to his writing that moved beyond bare opinion to 
informed, inside knowledge.   
 
In like manner, the late 18th century German writer, Johann Wolfgang von 
Goethe known for his poetry, fiction, dramatic works, essays and scientific 
studies, can also be considered in this way – as a practicing artist writing 
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critically about the arts from the inside. Considered to be one of Germany’s 
greatest writers Goethe realized a far-reaching, “stream of criticism” 
throughout his writing (Clark 1918) which has widely influenced writers and 
philosophers to this day.  
 
Practicing artists, such as Vasari and Goethe have therefore at times served as 
important “inside” voices in discussing art history or art criticism, yet such 
voices have remained hugely under-represented in the needed area that 
Scrivener calls a “searchable, organized body of knowledge” (2002).         
 
More often, scholars have written about art from positions that are external to 
the subject. The mid-18th century German art historian, Johann Joachim 
Winckelmann argued that critical writing about the arts should express the 
expert views of those who view art from the framework of having erudite 
knowledge about such works in general and should not reflect the viewpoint of 
the merely of popular artists involved. Winckelmann, unlike Vasari, viewed 
art history from the standpoint of historical context rather than through the 
trajectory of the lives of a chronology of individual artists. His most influential 
book, Geschichte der Kunst des Altertums (History of Art in Antiquity), 
published in 1764, in this way presaged a modern approach to art history, 
(Winckelmann 1764). 
 
Art historically however, has almost exclusively been discussed and analyzed 
by critics outside of the art form. The “body of knowledge” that exists is 
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largely one of external, even anecdotal opinion, which is very different than 
empirical, historical knowledge within a field. If knowledge in part depends 
on comparison and validation from an historical body of earlier data, then the 
opinion-oriented historical data in the performing arts is lacking in this area. 
This is discussed in relation to other fields that can turn to organized historical 
data as a way to make claims to knowledge (Scrivener 2002). Although 
Scrivener’s point may be arguable, it certainly deserves serious consideration, 
for clearly the historical record of dance is, as he says – largely existing in 
newspaper reviews or written accounts about dance by self-proclaimed 
external experts looking on from afar.   
 
 
2.5  Technology and Embodiment 
 
Besides the academic and philosophic discussion that has taken place over the 
past three decades, both inside and outside of academia, concerning research 
as practice, another important reason that the field has grown as exponentially 
as it has, is because of the parallel (and perhaps causative) growth in the 
development of new forms of media. These new electronic means of 
communication have enabled humans to enter areas of perception, experience 
and analysis that were previously only imagined.  Artists understandably have 
embraced new media and the silicon age with great fervor, since they 
rightfully see it as a hitherto unimaginable extension of their own abilities and 
senses.  
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Although a full discussion of the impact that technology has had on Practice as 
Research in dance is beyond the scope of this thesis, it will be briefly 
discussed here due to the increasingly important role it plays in the field of 
dance research. The advent of digital electronic media, which can extend the 
natural sensory and cognitive capacities of the human body, has led to a 
revolutionary transformation in dance and has changed long-held perceptions 
about its supposed limitations (Haraway 1991, Brunel 2005, Broadhurst and 
Machon 2006, Farley 2007, Bench 2009, Forsythe 2010). By embracing New 
Media as a partner and vehicle for sensory extension, dance is gradually 
moving away from what had been accepted as its historical boundaries qua 
body.  
 
This is leading to a fundamentally changed conception of “embodiment” 
which has been theorized within varying contexts in relation to various fields 
such as: dance, aesthetics, art history, media studies, cognitive science, 
psychology, feminism, social science, anthropology, ethnology, neuroscience, 
and philosophy.  
                                                                                                                                                                         
That cognition can be strongly influenced by issues of body, (Varela, 
Thompson et al. 1992) or that the body reflects powers of society (Foucault 
1984, Butler 1989, Bourdieu 1993, Merleau-Ponty 1995) are two ideas that are 
currently widely discussed, with the resulting theories and arguments 
impacting the arts, and in this present context, specifically dance.  
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As mentioned earlier in Chapter 1, in relation to ideas of bodily inscription, 
feminist scholars such as Judith Butler and Elizabeth Grosz depart in 
significant ways from Foucault’s views of power inscription on the body. 
Butler’s idea of “gender performativity” grew largely out of concepts of 
embodiment in relation specifically to how a woman’s sense of body has been 
affected by power and cultural inscription on the body throughout history, yet 
she rejects the idea that gender is completely socially-imposed on the body – 
she suggests rather that the body makes itself and thus becomes “socially 
intelligible” (Lloyd 1999). The idea that human beings are affected by 
relations of power on such a primal level, even extending to one’s gender, has 
raised fundamental questions of identity and bodily perception which have 
affected and connected fields as diverse as dance and philosophy of mind. 
 
Elizabeth Grosz, as mentioned in the earlier discussion of dualism in Chapter 
1, argues that the body that Foucault, Deleuze, Merleau-Ponty, Lacan and 
other male philosophers have theorized about is specifically a male body. 
Grosz has attempted to view embodiment and Foucauldian conception of re-
inscription of the body by including in her inquiry the specific context and 
characteristics of the female body and thus, according to Grosz, coming to a 
more complete idea of corporality in relation to gender (Grosz 1994). Grosz’s 
conception of the body suggests a person has a pre-existing level of agency 
that precedes any cultural or societal bodily inscription of a Foucauldian 
nature. This idea resonates with MCR in that the interaction between the 
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choreographer and Facilitator in an MCR session largely depends on and 
expresses the already existing agency of the body. Agency, or the “ability or 
capacity to act or exert power” (OED 2015e) is at the core of the MCR session 
since it is through the combined self-motivated, exertion of power from within 
the acting parties (both the MCR choreographer and Facilitator in this case) 
that the observation/memory/reenactment cycle of an MCR session takes place. 
The existence of corporal agency prior to external (cultural, societal) power 
inscription enables the participants in an MCR session to attain the productive 
perspective of being impartially “open and receptive to the new”; which in this 
case means the ideas and movement discovered by the choreographer/creator. 
It is through the body’s agency by which MCR negotiates the power- related 
issues of technology and corporality critically addressed above.   
 
Approaching embodied awareness from its relationship to action and 
conception, Erin Manning, the founder of the SenseLab in Montreal, theorizes 
that the interaction of action, perception and conception is “generative”. 
Attempting through her work to “bridge the gap between thinking / speaking 
and doing / creating”, (what she calls, “speculative pragmatism”) (Manning 
2009), the goal of her work is somewhat similar to the goal of the MCR 
methodology discussed in this thesis. As discussed in more detail later in this 
thesis, MCR makes inquiry into the potential of the gap that can exist between 
creating and re-creating, or between doing and knowing, to produce new 
knowledge.     
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With this burgeoning interest in a changing conception of embodiment, the 
advent of digital technology has provided pathways for discovering new 
relationships and conceptions about how the human body is situated in the 
world and what possibilities there are for new understandings to take place.  
 
Susan Kozel addresses this potentiality through her integrated use of digital 
technology in close interaction with the human body in the form of “telematics, 
responsive architecture, motion capture and wearable computers” (Kozel 2008, 
Wilcox 2008). Kozel posits that by interacting with technology that is 
intertwined with our sense of embodiment we can bring new understanding to 
performance and experience. She sees the devices we use, as inviting “a set of 
physical gestures, either determined by the data they convey (voice, text or 
visuals), or by their design (ergonomic or awkward) or … a set of codes and 
communications across distinct social groups” (Kozel 2010).  She suggests our 
daily devices are “performative platforms” which have performance qualities 
embedded in them in the form of “ephemerality, expressivity, humor, poetry, 
physicality or gesture”.  They not only provide us with a way to celebrate, 
distort and transform those performances, in a broader sense, they also enable 
us to do the same with “data bases, networks and systems of all kinds”.  
 
In one experiment, by creating wearable systems that were able to 
communicate non-verbal information between performers who were using 
haptic electronic devices embedded in their clothing, Kozel was able to engage 
in exploration that veered away from the purely visual or verbal. By using 
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kinesthetic and proprioceptive elements of sensation in this way, Kozel 
enabled communication between dance performers on the level of the felt 
body in space. Kozel observed that by having dancers perform with these 
devices and their data, the performers were not subordinate to the devices or 
data, but rather had a sense of a “self/other” relationship with the data (Kozel 
2008: 280-284). 
 
This kind of interaction and its embodied approach to performance is closely 
related to the non-verbal communication that takes place between the 
choreographer and Facilitator of an MCR session as a way to enhance the 
transmission of knowledge on a kinesthetic, embodied level.  This approach to 
choreographic Practice as Research holds promise for a new conceptualization 
of how knowledge can be acquired through kinesthetic means with new 
possibilities arising for the transmission and sharing of that knowledge (Todes 
2001, Joy and Sherry 2003, Pakes 2004, Dyson 2009, Phillips, Stock et al. 
2009).  
 
The use of digital technology and science as partners to the highly embodied 
practice of dance is allowing a new kind of rigor to appear that had previously 
been associated primarily with the hard sciences. Technology is freeing artists 
to make informed evaluations of their own inquiries from within their art form, 
rather than depending only on 3rd-person critics and historians to evaluate and 
situate their work.  
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The technology of New Media has afforded an avenue by which information 
which was formerly deeply buried and un-shareable within dance can now be 
seen, experienced and brought to a conscious, verifiable, and in many cases, 
measurable level (Forsythe 2000, Manovich 2002, Farley 2007, ADaPT 2010). 
It is this opening of dance practice to quantification which has recently also 
made it an area of interest for academic researchers and a topic of substantial 
interest in many universities (James 1999, Kershaw 2001-2005, Brunel 2009, 
Barton, Friberg et al. 2010, Biggs and Buchler 2010, Birringer and Danjoux 
2010, CREAM 2010, Nordic 2010). The body, and therefore dance, for the 
first time in history, is being considered as a possible source of knowledge that 
universities are beginning to take seriously. Ironically, by stepping outside of 
itself and embracing the almost alien, unembodied nature of electronic media, 
dance may be finding itself. 
 
This is not to say that these three previously alienated streams (dance, New 
Media, and academic research), are now completely un-alienated; what is new 
is that they are now finding at least some common nodes of intersection in 
ways that previously didn’t occur. Technology and new media are beginning 
to allow artists to explore the very boundaries of what the concept of the 
corporal means – and by so doing they are making the body accessible to 
research in new and unexpected ways (Birringer 1999, Broadhurst and 
Machon 2006, Kozel 2010, Stelarc 2011). By allowing a new 
conceptualization of what the body is, of where its limits are and of how 
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“embodiment” may be defined, dance, a latecomer to academia, may finally be 
becoming recognizable to instruments of research.   
 
Technology looms large in the work of many contemporary dance artists, both 
past and present – as a part of their creative work and as a tool to capture, 
record and generalize what they do. Dance and media-oriented artists like 
Nam June Paik, Merce Cunningham, William Forsythe, Frieder Weiss, Gideon 
Obarzanek and Stelarc all have explored boundaries that have existed between 
dance and technology. For the choreographer or dancer who wishes to delve 
deeper and make serious inquiry into dance, a number have turned to 
technology to extend the reach of their performance in terms of physical 
distance (Knott 1999, Naugle 2002); time (Cunningham 2011); and the actual 
physical constraints of the human body as bounded by skin, bones and muscle 
(Stelarc., Atzori et al. 1995). This re-orientation of the dance artist – from the 
body to the machine – has led many in dance to confront issues uniquely 
related to the machine or digital “other”.  It is especially the digital machine, 
with its inherent speed and accuracy, which has more recently been the 
impetus for artists to question areas that were previously inaccessible to them 
– most notably in relation to recording dance in ways which approach real 
time.  
 
Dance is perceived as perhaps the most ephemeral of the arts. This commonly 
referenced ephemerality is cause for many to envision dance simply as a thing 
of fragile beauty that cannot be captured. This idea is especially relevant to 
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this present study since Practice as Research suggests a concentrated focus on 
precisely this moment. The fleeting nature of the performed moment is an 
attribute of any live performance, yet it is especially a defining aspect of any 
improvised performance. Improvisation retains the sense that it is happening 
without any past, even though, at its core, “a necessary part of the dialectic 
that makes improvisation what it is…is something that is known and 
knowable” (Kozel 2008).  
 
The sense that improvisation exists only in the present suggests that it is not 
reproducible, yet with digital technology existing in close interconnection with 
many performances, whether rehearsed or improvised, even the improvised 
becomes reproducible. This has raised the question of what constitutes “live” 
performance. Auslander (2008) argues that “liveness” is not the sole domain 
of the biologically live performance, but that it also includes that which is 
mediated. To Auslander the live can only be construed to be “live” in contrast 
to the fact that media can record or otherwise affect it. In Auslander’s words, 
the “relationship of liveness and mediatization must be seen as a relation of 
dependence and imbrication rather than opposition” (2008).  
 
With the use of video, motion capture, haptics, and remote communications, 
current practices in dance have become increasingly intertwined with 
technology. The technology in this context has not led to dance being less 
“lived” or even less ephemeral; rather, it has increased the depth with which it 
can be felt, analyzed and understood, the precision by which it can be recorded, 
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and the viability of traces it is able to leave as artifact.  Electronic media has 
therefore not precluded improvisation from occurring when it is used in 
conjunction with improvised performance; it has instead become an imbedded 
aspect of improvisation.  
 
The ability of digital media and especially music, to create abstracted 
sensibilities that heighten or reflect the concrete, bears an especially close 
affinity to dance. Susanne Langer theorized about this aspect of music by 
seeing music as a kind of illusion created by “virtual time” which differs from 
regular time in that it is only perceptual in nature. Time in this sense is a 
recreation or resetting of what is experienced in every day life as lived and 
embodied in the sense discussed above (Langer 1953). In this way music, as a 
time-based art form, mirrors the emotional aspects of human life – by 
recreating the conflicts and complexities of human feeling within the domain 
of sound. Music in this way reflects the emotional, felt nature of human 
experience (Auslander 1997). This is very similar to what takes place when a 
dancer moves. There is a close affinity between the ability of movement to 
virtually recreate an emotional state taken from concrete life and Langer’s 
concept of emotional virtuality in music.  
 
As we’ve discussed earlier in this chapter, video also can capture high-quality 
recordings of dance, yet it doesn’t capture the kinesthetic information that is 
so fundamental to experiencing dance. Recorded sound also fails to capture 
the kinesthetic elements of music production, but this poses a much larger 
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problem for dance with its more fundamentally kinesthetic base. Future forms 
of digital technology such as more advanced notion capture, haptic virtual 
reality or new technologies as yet undiscovered may eventually make it 
possible to capture kinesthesia more successfully, which would change the 
ability of researchers to access the post performance traces and artifacts of 
dance. 
 
In addition to virtuality in music, Langer speaks about the “virtual space” 
created by other art forms, (such as sculpture and painting). In much the same 
way music creates “virtual time”, these arts create a feeling of space, which a 
viewer experiences as being newly discovered. This virtual space is not the 
same as the space we experience in concrete situations, but rather a virtual 
image of that space.  
 
Regarding dance, Langer speaks of the “virtual gesture” which ultimately 
leads to “virtual power”, or a kind of expression of what one feels they are 
capable of doing in the world. This expression is realized through conceptual 
means rather than being tied to literal meaning. Langer argues that these arts 
express not the artist’s feelings but rather the artist’s knowledge about those 
feelings. Thus, the arts are a form of knowledge that can elicit unique, new 
feelings in the viewers of those arts (Langer 1953).  
 
Langer’s concept of virtuality is a constituent of ephemerality, in the sense 
that virtuality exists in the abstract, metaphorical level and not as an existent in 
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the concrete world. It is this virtuality that flies before us and seems to 
disappear in the moment of apprehension.  
 
The perception that dance is ephemeral and seems to elude accurate capture 
has been a problem for those who would do inquiry of an academic nature into 
the art form. Academic research requires artefacts that can be shared, 
evaluated and observed over time. This requires some kind of recording in the 
performing arts so that performances exist for more than just the ephemeral 
moment.  The advent of digital technology has begun to change perceptions, 
since it seemingly offers hope that this kind of recording and documentation 
may be possible.  
However, even though the impact of electronic, digital media has been 
pervasive in dance, the highly informed, embodied, kinesthetic sensibility that 
the dancer/observer embodies remains the special province of the human 
dancer since it has not been replicated through electronic means. Kinesthesia 
is not a capability that electronic mediums such as digital video currently have. 
This thesis argues that in contrast to digital media, the expert dancer’s highly 
developed inner kinesthetic sense is uniquely suited to address issues of 
distance, memory, otherness, reenactment and reconstruction in Mimetically-
cued Recall, since these are areas that electronic media cannot currently 
address effectively.  
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2.6  Framing and Context:  
 
Digital media frames dance within an electronic medium. This both expands 
and limits possibilities for research. How research is framed in general is an 
important consideration when discussing dance in this context. “Frame 
analysis”, an idea first suggested by Erving Goffman in 1974, attempted to 
provide a method of cognition for understanding events by way of organizing 
experience. He posited that there are many possible ways to frame events, 
from physically oriented natural frameworks to mental ones which involve 
signs, abstraction and cognition. Goffman saw this kind of framing as a way to 
make sense out of events and their relationship to each other (1974).  
 
Framing involves a kind of imposed context that is constructed around some 
object, idea, study or situation. Like a picture frame, the frame of a television 
set, or a stage proscenium, a frame only allows one to see a subject within 
certain boundaries. In the hard sciences these boundaries can be quite concise 
– even mathematically concise, in order to clearly indicate the parameters of a 
particular focus of study. This can be seen as being quite helpful in delineating 
just where the boundaries of a particular scientific study or subject begins and 
ends. However, as Stock points out, the research frame in this regard usually 
consists of a text document that clearly spells out what the scientific work is 
about in a “…much more rigorous and lengthy way than any [dance] industry 
performance program would attempt” (Stock 2010).  
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Framing a situation can bring clarity to it, since the frame helps one to 
understand what is and is not included in a given context (Goffman 1974). A 
frame, by selectively influencing and narrowing the possible, makes that 
which is included more delineated, and easier to focus on. If this is taken a 
step further and one constructs a series of frames in order to delineate broader 
aspects of a given body of work, one begins to build a framework, which is a 
kind of scaffolding of individual frames on which one can stand to gain a 
certain perspective about the entire structure of the framed area.   
 
Framing is a complex issue since it can range from being clarifying and 
enlightening by clearly delineating a subject’s parameters, to being coercive 
and manipulative by selectively controlling the narrative of that same subject 
and thus creating a “reference dependent perception”.  This dependence can 
alter the viewer’s perception even though the factual information remains the 
same; i.e. the frame delineates the context, and by so doing influences how we 
perceive and understand events.  This is also relevant in relation to how one 
frames one’s concept of the body. For example, Stelarc in formulating 
questions about the boundaries of the human body, surmises whether or not 
the boundary still exists if it is transgressed and therefore whether it can be 
called a defining aspect of being human (Stelarc., Atzori et al. 1995). 
 
In a more broad-reaching sense, Husserl’s concepts of “epoche” (Greek for 
“cessation”) or “bracketing” and “phenomenological reduction” are intimately 
related to the idea of framing. Husserl, by way of Kant, argued that we can’t 
A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING  







know or experience the world unless we first strip away all of what we think 
we know of existence, i.e. all of our preconceptions, so that we can thereby 
authentically analyze our internal, subjective experience of phenomenon in the 
world. By thus seeing the world without knowledge or preconception, we see 
it, in Husserl’s words, as if in “astonishment”. Husserl suggests this state of 
astonishment is a superior kind of knowing, since common, day-to-day 
knowledge in comparison is like mere opinion. Reduction in Husserl’s opinion 
then is both, the relinquishment of our acceptance of the world, which is 
“epoche”, and in turn, the understanding that our accepted view of the world is 
just that - an accepted view (1913). The MCR Facilitator needs to turn his/her 
observational attention to the choreographer with this sense of openness –
attempting observe the choreographer’s creative process without 
“preconception.”   
 
This theory of “bracketing” is a good example of one possible type of 
conceptual framing – in this case, one which, according to Husserl, would step 
outside all other preconceived frames to arrive at a new bracketing in which 
inner mental experience can be analyzed and contemplated in its pure form.  
 
As a choreographer attempts to make inquiry into his/her creative process, 
while simultaneously continuing that process, there is a sense of releasing, or 
reframing (Hansen 2004) that which is known and embracing that which is 
unknown. The sense of “astonishment” that Husserl writes of (Husserl 1913), 
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is closely related to that which excites the creative moment in which the 
choreographic is discovered and experienced.  
 
The issue of framing was an important consideration in this present study (see 
Chapter 5); not only in relation to various movement experiments, but also in 
relation to how gaps in both time and knowledge were framed. These gaps or 
Merleau-Ponty’s sense of “écart” (1945), represented frames in which space 
was created for the formation of new knowledge that might otherwise have 
lain dormant.  Frames of this kind also provided a fecund type of distance 
between internal events and their eventual external realization, as well as 
between external phenomenon and their internalized subjective experience.  
 
Bergson called the distance between an external stimulus and an internal 
response a “zone of indetermination”. According to Bergson, it is within this 
zone that creative impulse and free will have room to be. In them the body is 
positioned as a kind of referential frame or ‘image’, which provides the 
context for experience of the various other aspects of existence, which 
Bergson calls “images”. “Indeed all seems to take place as if, in this aggregate 
of images which I call the universe, nothing really new could happen except 
through the medium of certain particular images, the type of which is 
furnished me by my body” (Bergson 1988). This inscribes a central role for 
the concept of embodiment as a frame, since, according to Bergson, it is 
through the frame of the body that human beings are able to experience all the 
other entities (or “images” as Bergson calls them), which are grasped through 
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the senses. It is within “zone of indetermination”, within the small gap 
between stimulus and response that Bergson suggests memory as duration 
emerges and that evolution, novelty and creativity arise. This present study 
explores this theory through experiments aimed at addressing whether creating 
gaps and distance can play a pro-creational role in the creation of 
choreography and meaning through the MCR method.  
 
 
2.7 Externalized Cognition 
 
In this context, Kirsh and Maglio’s (1994) discussion of the difference 
between what they term “pragmatic” and “epistemic” action, is helpful. 
According to this line of thinking, “pragmatic action” is that which is 
performed in order “to bring one physically closer to a goal” and “epistemic 
action” is that which is “performed to uncover information that is hidden or 
hard to compute mentally (1994).” Epistemic actions therefore, are “physical 
actions that make mental computation easier, faster, or more reliable - external 
actions that an agent performs to change his or her own computational state” 
(1994). This means that an external action, to simplify mental computation, is 
“commonplace in tasks involving the manipulation of external symbols” 
(1994); examples being mathematics and music in which external storage 
strategies are enacted to reduce cognitive loads (1994). MCR makes use of 
such externalized cognitive support through the use of the Facilitator, who, 
external to the choreographer, provides a means by which the choreographer 
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can later access his/her own creative processes. This external epistemic aide to 
the choreographer’s memory simplifies the choreographer’s task, thus 
reducing the cognitive load of accessing elements of past choreographic 
activity.  Kirsh and Maglio define 3 areas of epistemic action in which 
physical actions have the primary function of improving cognition: 
1. Reducing the memory involved in mental computation, that is, space 
complexity; 
2. Reducing the number of steps involved in mental computation, that 
is, time complexity; 
3. Reducing the probability of error of mental computation, that is, 
unreliability (1994). 
The MCR Facilitator offers these same space, time and reliability benefits to 
the choreographer, as well as new ways to understand his/her work.  
 
 
2.8  Retention of individuality and auteurship 
 
The individual frame and agency of the human body suggests both free will 
and individual perception. The issue of individuality is relevant to all of the 
arts, and particularly to contemporary dance, since it is driven largely by the 
work of solo choreographers working as auteurs in their field (e.g. Ailey, 
Balanchine, Bausch, Bejart, Cunningham, Ek, Forsythe, Graham, Kylian, 
Limon, Neumeier, Nikolais, Taylor, Tharp and countless others).  However, 
some in the academic research environment are calling for the “de-
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mystification” and “collectivization” of the role of the auteur (Andersson 
2009), or as Barthes puts it, ‘the death of the author’.  (Barthes 1978). This is 
taking place at the same time that many artists still desire and maintain a sense 
of strong individuality and auteurship, as one can see by looking at the list of 
highly recognizable names, above.  
 
Contemporary academic research confronts artists with a new set of possible 
difficulties in relation to the retention of individuality and auteurship. “A 
system of peer review and the transparency of methods and criteria that 
academic research demands” (Biggs 2010) can pose risks that can seriously 
compromise an artist’s unique voice. Art making requires a particularly 
focused frame of mind, one that can creatively translate the passions and 
impulses of the artist to the material at hand, without loss of intention.  When 
practiced art enters the frame of the current requirements of academic research 
however, it is arguable that this special focus of the artist may be disturbed or 
dissipated, and that social and academic forces, asking for academic rigor, 
consensus by peer review and transparency to others in the field, may pressure 
artists in ways that disturb the fundamental, intimate and private relationship 
an artist has between the self and art (Geczy 2009).  
 
Artists currently are scrutinized from the outside by critics and academics who 
position the work of the artist in relation to specific theories and research 
methods. In this sense, this relationship places artists in general in the difficult 
position of not being the ones to position their own work. Although many 
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artists may not have the requisite knowledge or training to be able to reflect 
critically on their own work in relation to academic and historic contexts, this 
de facto relinquishing of power to the outside critic also removes the artist 
from the role of researcher in an academic environment.  As Andersson has 
observed, when artists enter the arena of academic research they will have to 
reposition themselves in relation to specific theories and research methods in 
order to remove these decisions from critics and academics who now 
monopolize such positioning of art in shows, papers, magazines and journals. 
It is difficult, however, to see how they will be able to do so without 
dampening their “inspiration, creativity and idiosyncrasy” (Andersson 2009). 
Artists who perform research within academic environments which ask for 
verifiable, shareable results will continue to be challenged to maintain their 
sense of individuality and auteurship within such contexts. 
 
If one delimits the idea of art practice in an academic research environment by 
stating that it must also be “accompanied by documentation of the research 
process, as well as some form of textual analysis or explanation to support its 
position and to demonstrate critical reflection” (Candy 2005: 2), then what 
form does such documentation, textual analysis and recording of events take, 
and how can an artist doing practice as research prevent such additional 
academic demands from disrupting their creative originality and perhaps 
curtailing their auteurship? This problem is not unique to the arts.  It is likely 
that most process-based researchers, in any field, experience much the same 
thing. Yet it is an especially compelling problem for artists due to their often-
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precarious position in relation to centers of power and funding - governmental, 
academic or otherwise.  
 
 
2.9  Empiricism in dance research 
 
As mentioned earlier, Brad Haseman’s idea of “performative research” 
(Haseman 2006) suggests that practiced art making and research can occur 
simultaneously. Yet, the “performative research” proposal itself, besides being 
highly theoretical, highlights certain important issues. One such issue is the 
problem of moving from the “performative research” paradigm to that of the 
empirical research world. It raises the question of what skills, assumptions and 
practices would need to be employed to make this possible (Haseman 2006). 
This speaks to what has been mentioned earlier in this thesis, i.e. the problem 
of observing oneself in the moment of creation and of dividing one’s 
consciousness and creative center by engaging in both research and art 
creation at the same moment.  
 
This present study has used an empirical approach to address this theoretical 
problem by reframing research as not only a way to get at the answer to an 
hypothesis, but rather as a new creative tool; a methodological approach to the 
act of creation. In working with dance participants in this study, it was the 
research methodology that was developed that led to much of the quality and 
prolific nature of their work. This thesis presents a model for the use of 
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research as a novel approach to the creative process, one that provides a segue 
between the intersecting natures of the practice of art making and that of 
academic research. These issues are discussed within in the context of the 
empirical findings of this study, beginning in Chapter Five.  
 
 
2.10  Reflection and Recall 
 
Integral to the empirical aspects of this study are the issues of reflection and 
recall; specifically how to empower reflection without disrupting the subject 
of that reflection; and as a concomitant aspect, how to use such reflection as a 
starting point for recall and memory retrieval. MCR has allowed inquiry to be 
made into the “practice as research” context, but not at the expense of the 
practice that forms the object of that inquiry.  
 
With MCR, inquiry is conducted through the historical reconstruction and 
reenactment of choreographic work by means of remembered elements of the 
choreographic process. This reenactment entails areas that are distanced and 
incomplete in relation to the original creative process of the choreographer. It 
is within these incomplete spaces that Franko suggests creative space for the 
discovery of new meaning and knowledge exists (Franko 1989, Franko 2012). 
This aspect of recall will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter Six.  
 
Schön describes a closely related concept he calls ‘reflection in action’ as a 
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Thought turning back on itself, thinking what we’re doing as we do it, 
setting the problem of the situation anew, conducting an action 
experiment on the spot by which we seek to solve the new problems 
we’ve set, an experiment in which we test both our new way of seeing 
the situation, and also try to change that situation for the better (Schön 
1987: 5). 
 
By comparing ‘reflection in action’ to the act of improvisation in jazz music, 
or to conversation in general, he sees observation and action as being 
simultaneous, or almost simultaneous, events. Schön believed such reflection 
to be a critical avenue toward achieving understanding. In a similar way, 
Brown surmises that an essential aspect of transforming personal knowledge 
into communal knowledge is the contextualization of patterns discovered 
through reflection, which places those patterns in a ‘broader history of 
accumulated knowledge’ (Brown 2008). Although both of these ideas are 
similar to the concept of practice as research discussed in this thesis, even if 
one were to grant that reflection and action actually could be simultaneously 
achieved, it still begs the question of how a practitioner would be able to 
perform research on his/her own practice in the moment of doing it. 
 
This chapter has addressed work that is related to Practice as Research and 
MCR, such as the accessibility of the creative process, methods of self-
observance such as Video-cued Recall (VCR), and various other first-person 
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research methods for sociological, ethnographic and anthropological 
perspectives including: introspective reflexivity, autoethnography, 
autobiography, and first-person action inquiry. Ideas of recording, knowledge 
acquisition and artefact were also explored, as well as the idea that technology 
can serve as a rich source for artistic inquiry. It was in this context that 
reflection, recall, historical reconstruction and the idea that incomplete 
information can provide a creative space for new knowledge as argued by 
Franko were introduced. The importance of understanding contextual framing 
was also discussed in relation to individuality and auteurship.   
 
In the following chapter, first-person research and the basic research problem 
that forms the core of this thesis will be discussed. Mimetically-cued Recall 
will be considered as a research methodology that can contribute to addressing 
this problem.  
 




This chapter looks more critically at first-person research and at the basic 
research problem that forms the core of this thesis, why it is important, and 
how Mimetically-cued Recall will contribute to addressing this problem.  
 
 
3.1  The Central Problem of PaR 
 
In discussing the idea of Practice as Research, the literature tends to neglect 
what seems to be a critical issue in this type of practice. The “elephant in the 
room” in this case is the suggestion that to perform PaR one must engage in 
two complicated cognitive tasks simultaneously: creative practice and the 
process of research. In attempting to do so however, the problem of a 
prohibitive cognitive load soon becomes readily apparent. This load is due to 
the unfeasibility of conducting self observation and research at the same time 
one is involved in the creative process; for conflating such disparate activities 
tends to disrupt the very creative processes the research is meant to address.  
 
The goal of practice-based arts research, if it is actually going to be reflective 
of the vision of the artist in the moment of working, would necessitate the 
accurate and appropriate recording by the artist of his/her own art experience. 
This suggests that on some level the practitioner must be reflexively cognizant 
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of the experiential creative process he/she actually embodies while not 
allowing himself to be distanced from it --a task that an artist, due to their 
unique training, may actually be uniquely suited to do. Once one sheds the 
idea that art’s primary role is to produce knowledge (which it can do, but not 
as its regular focus) and embraces the more fundamental nature of art as 
existing for its own sake --not as a didactic tool or reference work, but as a 
projection of being --a much more in focus, appropriate, method for practice-
based inquiry in the arts might begin to emerge.  
 
Therefore, this present study was designed to fill this gap, in an effort to 
contribute useful new information to the field. By looking at research as a 
choreographic technique that can be used to address the problem of 
conducting simultaneous self observation and research, and at the same time 
as a choreographic tool for the creation of new choreography, this study 
addresses the central problem of PaR mentioned earlier, i.e. the unfeasibility 
of conducting self observation and research at the same time one is involved in 
the creative process. 
 
 
3.2  The Problem of First-Person Research 
 
Attempts to situate Practice as Research in dance as a form of academic 
research have proven to be problematic since dance is not typically viewed as 
an object of knowledge due to its kinesthetic, temporal, and experiential 
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dimensions. Therefore, an alternative approach to inquiry is explored in this 
thesis that accepts dance practice on its own terms, without force-fitting it into 
preconceived notions of 'knowledge' or ‘research’. This approach is ‘artist-
centric’ in that it is the artist, engaged in the practice of his/her own creative 
process-inspired work that is the focal point of the research. A key objective of 
this study is to show that through direct, first person involvement in research 
dance can be academically studied without denying the characteristics that 
distinguish it from academic knowledge.  
 
The question of whether or not the creative process of choreography, as 
practice, is researchable on a first-person basis is one that has been embraced 
by a growing group of artists and academics in recent years (Stock 2000, 
deLahunta and Shaw 2006, Haseman 2006, Barrett and Bolt 2007, Lahlou 
2011). The reasons for this increasing interest in the subject matter are diverse 
but eventually coalesce around questions about the position of the first-person 
artist and how what he/she does is related to knowledge. In particular, for PaR, 
these questions arise for dancer/choreographers who are long-term 
practitioners of the art, and who have matured as artists. As dance artists who 
have spent years, or decades, honing their bodies as expressive instruments, 
their insight tends to migrate from the external to the internal - from being a 
primarily external, physical focus to one that becomes increasingly internal, 
multi-layered, aware and subtle in nature. Early in their training dancers 
experience dance largely as a physical phenomenon, with feedback primarily 
from large muscle groups, excited into athletic action. However, as dance 
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technique deepens, this kind of awareness migrates to smaller muscle groups 
that are closer to the postural muscles of the body and thus closer to the bone 
and core of the body. As a dancer becomes advanced, and mature in their 
craft, an evolution takes place in which kinesthetic awareness changes from 
being purely proprioceptive, to more mentally or cognitively driven - traveling 
from outside to inside the bone and then to the spirit and mind. As the solo 
dance artist and occupational therapist and consummate dance teacher, Ellen 
Kogan once expressed to this author in talking about the subtle interior 
experience of the advanced dancer, “The mind dances and the body goes along 
for the ride” (Kogan 1981).  The well-known dance improvisationalist and 
creator of “Contact Improvisation”, Steve Paxton suggests a very similar 
experiential awareness in his discussion of the “small dance” of the spine.  
 
Upward force of the bones. Shoulder blades fall down the back, 
relaxing the intestines into the bowl of the pelvis… In the direction the 
arms are hanging, without changing that direction, do the smallest 
stretch you can feel. Can it be smaller? Can you do less? The initiation 
of the stretch, along the length of bones, in the direction the force is 
already going. The small dance—you’re relaxing and it’s holding you 
up. The muscles keeping the weight throughout the skeleton. Shifting 
weight from leg to leg, interface, taking weight, compression. 
Stretching along the line of compression. Center of the small dance. 
(Paxton 2008) 
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Similarly, the Bharatanatyam dancer, Malavika Sarukkai, in a 1993 interview 
expresses this idea in thoughtful, searching sentences that attempt to reflect the 
deep-felt experience she is trying to put into words:  
 
After so many years of dancing, I know what it does to me -- deep 
within. You feel a kind of awaking inside, a deep sense of harmony -- I 
mean I feel it when I perform. It changes… it changes you inside. And 
I think you have to feel this harmony. And I think feeling harmony is 
something which is not so easy, because I think most dance people are 
very fragmented, you know, and generally split up within, and I think 
dance gives you this - it gives you a path. It gives you a way to 
harmonize (Grauer, 1993). 
 
Malavika’s heart-felt testimony captures something special about the private 
inner life of a creative dance practitioner – yet, these are remembered 
observations that have taken place after the actual creative work. It is when the 
choreographer attempts to engage in self-observation of the creative process at 
the time it is occurring, that questions of access arise, for although the first-
person creator has immediate and intimate access to his/her own creative 
process, once a step is taken outside of the work to engage in an act of 
simultaneous self-observation, the work is interrupted and is therefore no 
longer accessible. This study suggests however, that a second person, acting as 
an external observer, does retain the ability to access the choreographer’s 
creative process, since their act of observation does not interrupt that process. 
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This again speaks to Kozhevnikov’s work with Buddhist monks performing 
Deity Yogic meditation while self-accessing creative imagery in simultaneity 
with their practiced meditation technique mentioned in Chapter 2 
(Kozhevnikov, Louchakova et al. 2009). 
 
To augment the observational process, dancers with advanced training serve as 
ideal candidates for the role of expert observers (“Facilitators”) within the 
MCR research methodology context. It is the finely honed kinesthetic 
sensibilities of highly trained dancers that give them the specialized ability to 
observe kinesthetic elements of dance choreography that are not visible or 
accessible to other mediums like video, or to other people that lack such finely 
tuned kinesthetic sensibilities.  
 
Kinesthetically “recording” or "capturing" movement in an embodied manner 
is a process that differs greatly from other forms of movement capture which 
are not embodied. For example, in observing painters of today, sitting in front 
of their canvases and copying the paintings of the great masters in fine arts 
museums such as the Louvre in Paris, one might think that what they are doing 
represents a somewhat misguided attempt to acquire the abilities of the 
masters simply by being in close proximity to their existing work or 
uncritically imitating their brushstrokes. However, the most important 
dimension of what is taking place may not be so evident, for, in the same 
manner in which MCR is situated, these artists, by re-enacting the strokes of 
gifted painters of bygone eras, may not be simply mimicking their abilities, 
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but rather they are understanding something about their work that can only be 
understood through the embodied processes that created that work to begin 
with.  It is in this sense that MCR offers a completely embodied tool that 
dance artists may employ in order to more deeply embrace, and understand, 
the creative work they are doing. Although each individual person will bring a 
necessarily different context and approach to their observation and mimesis, it 
is precisely these subjective differences that can positively affect the MCR 
process in that they can act as prompts for the choreographer to remember 
what his/her original intention for the movement was. This in turn facilitates 
the choreographer’s ability to make corrections and interventions through 
his/her interactions with the Facilitator.  
 
PaR in dance poses other special problems in relation to arts research since 
dance is primarily an embodied, non-textual art form. Text-based pursuits such 
as the hard sciences, literature, history or theatre tend to be seen as 
intellectually accessible to researchers who are not practitioners since research 
in those fields depends on some type of text-based artefact. Nonetheless, even 
in these areas of study, the assumption that textual representations such as a 
musical score can provide meaningful understanding remains open to debate 
(Wishart 1996). Dance presents an even more daunting problem in this regard, 
since it is not usually scored and leaves no observable, textual or verbal 
artefact behind for analysis, other than recordings and reviews. Being 
primarily a non-verbal art form dance must be accessed directly through the 
body. 
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This chapter introduced the existence of a central problem in Practice as 
Research. It also discussed the general difficulties of first-person research. 
These issues were presented as motivating factors for the development of 
Mimetically-cued Recall as a research method specifically designed to address 
them. 
 
In the next chapter, the foundational methodology of MCR will be addressed 







This chapter will discuss the definition and objective of the MCR 
methodology, the basic approach of MCR, and its ability to shed light on 
related issues. 
 
MCR is an analytic tool which was developed specifically for dance as a 
completely embodied art form by making use of the human body itself as a 
kind of  ‘recording” device – one which can be replayed, interacted with, and 
spoken to.  Although human communication is inherently fraught with 
potential difficulties, using a human being as an interactive recording device 
still allows one to make use of much of the depth and meaning of shared 
information that can exist between people. It also offers some unique 
advantages over the known limitations of other recording mediums such as 
video, since the human body is uniquely able to learn and sense kinesthetically. 
As we have mentioned earlier, in this study, this “human recorder” is referred 
to as the “Facilitator” since he/she engages in a very close act of mimesis by 
observing and learning details of movement and the qualitative, kinetic, 
emotional, and spatial aspects of the entire context of the creative process as 
well.  
 
By later performing this observed movement information for the practitioner, 
this study hypothesized that the Facilitator’s mimetically-reproduced 
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movement would increase the practioner’s ability to recall and reflect on what 
he/she was thinking about and experiencing during the creative process.  
 
MCR, through the re-enactment of historical events, can provide access to a 
deeper understanding of those events. By “re-enacting” the original 
choreography of the practitioner, the Facilitator is not only providing that 
practitioner with re-exposure to his/her own work, but also giving him/her a 
vantage point from which to engage with and revisit the thought processes that 
fomented the work in the first place.  
 
 
4.1  Objectives 
 
The objectives of this research can therefore be summarized as the following: 
1) to develop a technique called “Mimetically-cued Recall” (MCR) for the 
observation, human recording and reenactment of first-person accounts of 
creative dance practice while simultaneously conducting research into that 
practice; and 2) to explore the choreographically generative creative potential 
of the research methodology itself.   
 
To this end, a seven-month, iterative process of experimentation and 
refinement was established, with the fundamental criterion for assessment 
being that through its specific research methodology the new MCR method 
will provide first-hand knowledge and insight into the choreographic process - 
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without disrupting that process. It is this final point that is crucial to 
understanding this present thesis in that it addresses the inherent problem of 
simultaneous practice and research that has been discussed at length earlier in 
this writing. The findings of this study have borne this out. 
 
This objective grew out of the desire to find some level of reconciliation – 
between observational research and dance practice. Although both research 
and practice have been widely discussed in the literature (Gray 1996, 
Scrivener 2000, Barrett and Bolt 2007, Spatz 2011) confusion continues to 
remain, especially over the terminology used in describing arts research. This 
confusion is particularly evident regarding the terms “practice as research” and 
“practice-based research”. An artist that claims to be doing practice as 
research may actually be doing something more like “practice about research” 
if they are researching about practice or looking at it from the outside. In 
contrast to this, conducting practice as research, suggests simultaneous first-
person involvement in both the research and practice.  
 
The unanswered questions that continue to exist in the ongoing discussion 
about what practice as research entails, in terms of first person involvement in 
both the research and practice, led to the development of two MCR 
experiments, both of which provided ample concrete opportunities for 
observation by the author of this paper, who was the primary researcher, in 
addressing this core research hypothesis.   
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To operationalize these experiments, two series of participatory, action-based 
movement trials with MCR were conducted; the first with intermediate college 
dance students and the second with more seasoned, professional dancers. The 
participants in these experiments acted either as choreographers or as expert 
observers, which were called “Facilitators”. Close observations by the 
Facilitators were used to create detailed reenactments of each choreographer’s 
creative work at a later point in time. Subsequent viewing and interaction with 
the reenacted work enabled choreographers to revisit their creative processes 
in order to research various aspects in retrospect. 
 
The Mimetically-cued Recall method was designed and realized through a 
series of weekly kinesthetically-oriented, studio dance experiments over a six-
month period. Due to questions that arose during these first sessions a second 
series of workshops was also instigated with experiments designed to address 
questions that had arisen from the first series of workshops.2  Both series 
involved the work of student and professional dancers and culminated with a 
final public showing to share some of the results.  
 
MCR enables a choreographer, through the help of an observer, to self-
reflexively monitor and access his/her own creative process by engaging with 
                                                 
2 These workshops took place between August 2012 and March 2013, at the LASALLE 
College of the Arts in Singapore. The dedicated MCR experiments in research project, 
workshop environments conducted with both student and professional dancers from the John 
Mead Dance Company took place from March through November 2013 at the Emily Hill 
studios in Singapore. These culminated in a final experimental showing of the work at the 
Aliwal Arts Centre in Singapore on May 9-11, 2013. Full transcripts of interviews and focus 
groups are available [on-line] some of which are also included in the appendix of this 
document. 
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the observer’s reenactment of that process at a later point in time. During this 
reenactment, the observer recreates for the choreographer as many aspects of 
the choreographer’s creative process as he/she is able to remember – in 
addition to reenacting the choreography itself. By interacting with the observer 
during this process, the choreographer is able to perform inquiry into his/her 
own work through the reenacted creative process; thereby leaving the original 
creative work undisturbed. It is in this manner that MCR is able to assuage 
problems of PaR creative process/research simultaneity, through a 
chronological shift in the temporal relationship of self-observation to the 
creative process.    
 
The dual role MCR plays, as both a research method and creative 
choreographic tool that informs that method makes it germane to the 
understanding and creation of dance. MCR reflects the idea that practice as 
research in the arts should not be limited by preconceptions about the purpose 
and nature of research (Barone 2011; Berridge 2007; Onwuegbuzie 2007). 
Such preconceptions may preclude the possibility of gaining insight or of 
creating new meaning by using research methods themselves to enhance 
creativity or to investigate more narrowly specific questions about the 
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4.2  The Facilitator 
 
MCR, as an analytic tool, is specifically geared to mesh with the embodied art 
form of dance by utilizing the human body itself as a kind of ‘recording” 
medium – one which can be replayed, interacted with, and spoken to. The 
MCR research method ‘records’ a choreographic creative process not through 
the use of video or motion capture, but by means of a human 
‘observer/recorder’ that was designated as a ‘Facilitator’. This Facilitator later 
reenacts for the original practitioner that which they have learned in their 
observations. They do this within a focused environment, facilitating the dance 
practitioner’s ability to recall not only the movement but also the creative 
process of making his/her own choreographic study. On the surface, it may 
seem that the Mimetic-Recall Facilitator’s role is simply to learn a given piece 
of choreography and then to perform it later for the choreographer, but that 
would be a significant oversimplification of what is taking place.  
 
For the MCR Facilitator, it is not only the movement that drives the 
observation; it is the choreographer’s creative process itself; as indicated by 
such elements as emotional expression, the space in which the creation takes 
place, the ways the choreographer prepares him/her self for the creative 
process, the different versions of what is created, those things saved and those 
that are thrown away and comments made during the process. The 
dancer/Facilitator is also particularly well suited to capture the heightened 
kinesthetic sense that a trained dancer/choreographer embodies - in ways that 
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electronic media and video are currently unable to do. The level and intensity 
of Facilitator observation is therefore much more multi-layered and multi-
modal than merely learning a piece of choreography. 
 
The Facilitator has to be categorically focused and attuned to the 
choreographer’s creative process. This entails an understanding that 
movement is the base of choreography, but it certainly is not the whole in 
regard to the MCR method. The interaction that takes place between the 
choreographer and the Facilitator during the MCR session is geared toward 
understanding what occurred during the initial act of creation – not toward 
understanding what the movement per se is, or should be.  
 
In a sense, this widens the scope of information that is available in relation to 
the artistic artefact by including a broader range of knowledge than simply that 
of specific movements. MCR therefore produces a rich, multi-textured, living 
archive, of Facilitators who have engaged in the process of observation and 
reenactment and who enhance the possibilities of the choreographic process.  
 
 
4.3  The Third-person Researcher  
 
A video archive was also made during the MCR process, but this was not part 
of the MCR methodology itself. A third-person researcher (the author in this 
case), who observed and recorded the MCR process from a comparatively 
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external point of view, created the video so that it could serve as reflective 
material to better understand and further develop the MCR technique.  
 
Outside of the MCR paradigm this third-party video can also serve as a useful, 
post-experiment assessment tool for the choreographer, by allowing him/her to 
gain valuable later insight into his/her creative choreographic process. This is 
not to be confused with the Practice as Research nature of the MCR sessions 
and should be clearly demarcated as a separate research concern. The primary 
use of the video recording is for further development of the MCR technique. It 
is not part of the MCR process per se. This video archive also offers the means 
for future dance researchers who wish to better understand the MCR research 
method to be able to do so, thus providing new insight into the nuances and 
potentialities of the broader area of practice-based research in dance and 
contributing to knowledge in a wider sense.  
 
 
4.4  Empirical procedures 
 
Mimetically-cued Recall was developed as a self-report protocol to analyze 
first-person narratives in dance creation and performance and to provide a 
research-based tool for the creation and facilitation of choreography. As 
empirical grounding for this practice-oriented research project the two series 
of research sessions MCR1 and MCR2, (mentioned above), were conducted.  
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The MCR1 sessions were divided into two periods. The preliminary research 
period was 10 August to 15 November 2012. The final MCR1 research period 
was from 10 January 2013 to 15 May 2013 
 
The duration of the subject’s involvement with the final MCR1 class was 
approximately four months, once a week for 3.5 hours, with the final month 
involving three meeting times a week. The recruitment period was not 
applicable since the students were not recruited - they volunteered. Students 
could elect whether or not to make their work available for this research 
project. 
 
The participant sample size of the MCR1 experiments consisted of thirteen 
students involved in the MCR college research project, which was designated 
in the college curriculum as the ‘Repertory 2’ (REP2) class. Written journals 
and video data garnered from research done in the REP2 class were coded and 
subsequently analyzed to discover information pertinent to the goals of the 
research project. The participants attended the class once a week for two-three 
hours, explored and performed their creative research projects and then at the 
end of the class period reflected on what they had done before leaving the 
classroom. ‘Creative research projects’ in this context refers to the creation of 
movement-oriented, structured dance improvisations; the video, audio, written 
and kinetic/MCR (embodied) recording of those improvisations; the editing of 
recordings (video, audio, kinetic, written) thus made; interactive work between 
individuals and groups within the improvisations; and the creation of student-
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conceived, creative problem-solving projects in dance which they explored, 
through dance improvisation and discussion. The research component of the 
class for the final study only involved those participants who had agreed to be 
involved after reading the provided consent form and having been informed 
that their inclusion in the study was purely voluntary.   
 
The MCR2 sessions took place later in the year from September to November 
2013. The sessions were scheduled every Sunday night for four hours in a 
private dance studio that was rented for this purpose. Recruitment consisted of 
a notice posted about the research stating that participation for the MCR2 
sessions was completely voluntary.  The group that was ultimately chosen 
included five professional dancers, all of whom agreed to remain involved in 
the project after the Principal Investigator (the author) had explained what the 
sessions would entail and what the risk level would be.  
 
For the May 9, 2013 final public showing of the results of the work, both the 
MCR1 and MCR2 groups worked in collaboration with each other from 
March 2013 up to the date of the showing.  
 
In this chapter the objective of MCR was introduced along with its basic 
approach to research. The roles of the “Facilitator” and “Third-person 
Researcher were discussed and empirical procedures were delineated  
The following chapter will now describe the MCR methodology and 
experiments in detail.  
Chapter 5 
 
Mimetically-cued Recall (MCR) 
 
In this chapter the experimental development of MCR as a dance tool will be 
presented. The two experimental settings discussed earlier will be delineated: 
MCR1 and MCR2. The MCR experiments will be discussed as being realized 
by choreographers who assess what they do as research and who borrow 




5.1  Guidelines 
 
MCR was developed based on the following guidelines: 1) the concentration 
and artistic ‘flow’ of the practicing artist should be held intact and 
uninterrupted; 2) the research should be conducted by the person practicing 
the art; 3) the research should be taking place in the precise moment that the 
artist is creating it without disrupting that moment; and 4) at a later date, the 
data produced by such research should be both understandable and accessible 
to those outside of the situation; which suggests the existence of some method 
of transcribing the original ‘recorded’ material. The MCR method was 
developed to address these guidelines by using the following methods. 
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5.2  Recruitment and Participants 
 
For these experiments dancers were notified about the research and the 
requirements of their participation prior to the beginning of the MCR sessions. 
For the MCR1 group, an entire intermediate-level dance class from the 
LASALLE College of the Arts in Singapore agreed to participate after having 
received official permission to do so from the Director of the LASALLE 
Dance Department. The participants in the MCR2 group individually 
responded to the advertised research event and individually agreed to be 
involved.  
 
The MCR1 group had 12 women and 1 man in it – all students of LASALLE 
College of the Arts Dance Department. The skewed gender ratio was simply 
an accurate reflection of the state of gender involvement in the art form of 
dance at the school. It is not uncommon for advanced dance classes in 
universities in Singapore not to have any male dancers – or at best very few. 
Any audition is lucky to have one or two men show up as opposed to 30 
women.  
 
The training of the dancers who participated in this research ranged from a 
few years of modern and ballet dance training to many years of a multiple of 
styles. For the MCR1 participants, most had only been dancing on a university 
level for a year or two, with scattered kinds of training prior to entering the 
college department. The more advanced dancers of the MCR2 sessions 
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however had in some cases been dancing since they were children. They also 
had professional experience and were much more comfortable with their 
bodies, their dance technique and their ability to verbally communicate their 
ideas concerning dance. Most of the dancers of both MCR1 and MCR2 were 
trained in dance styles that demanded more of a rote kind of learning, where 
the dance student follows and emulates the movements of a teacher. However, 
a few of the MCR2 participants had backgrounds in Contact Improvisation, 
martial arts and other techniques that demanded more of an inner awareness of 
corporal sensibilities and subtle energies within the body.  
 
If a bigger pool of dancers is available, it would be preferable to recruit 
dancers that span a wider representation of possible dance approaches - from 
the internally motivated and felt approaches of Butoh and Contact 




5.2  MCR1 
 
The first group of dancers that participated in the MCR sessions was 
designated as “MCR1”. The questions that motivated the inquiry, the 
methodology and the findings will now be discussed. 
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5.2.1  Motivating Questions 
 
To investigate the issues discussed up to this point, the following research 
questions were formulated and explored in the following experiments. These 
questions motivated the work during the first series of experiments, which 
were labeled “MCR1”. 
1. Is one able to simultaneously create dance and perform research when 
attempting to conduct Practice as Research in dance?  
2. If question one is possible, then how can one research the private 
nature of the creative process without in so doing simultaneously 
destroying that process? 
3. How can the practitioner’s ability to recall the creative process of 
making his/her own choreographic study be facilitated? 
4. How is memory used as a vehicle for reenactment? 
5. Does Facilitator familiarity with the choreographer’s movement style 
benefit or hinder the MCR process?  
6.  Does the technical ability of the Facilitator affect their observational 
quality? 
7. Can the MCR method perform as both a research method and a 
creative, choreographic tool? 
 
This study will now turn to the MCR experiments that were conducted to 
address these questions.  
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5.2.2  Experiment 1: MCR investigations 
 
The MCR1 research was broken into modules of time. Each module covered 
four weeks of work (MCR1 sessions took place once a week for a three-hour 
period). During each four-week period, the research questions designated for 
that “module” heading of the planned syllabus were addressed and discussed 
with the student participants. This helped them to focus both their work and 
the MCR “recording” of their work since they knew the general research area 
that was being focused on.  Specific possible outcomes were not discussed so 
as not to bias the results.  
 
Due to the fact that the MCR sessions formed a continuum and were an on-
going creative process, the questions pertained specifically to particular 
modules yet they also overlapped and were applicable in many ways to all of 
the modules; In this sense, the questions acted as a blueprint for how to 
proceed as well as an ongoing, interconnected backdrop to every session.  
 
The sessions were organized so as to permit the close investigation of a select 
set of questions over each four-week period of investigative time.  Periodically 
this was complicated by the MCR1 participants being comprised primarily of 
beginning or lower intermediate-level dance students, operating with limited 
time, space and equipment. Even with these limitations however, the class still 
was able to engage the challenges they were presented with a good sense of 
energy and creative focus. To ameliorate the lack of time available, the 
A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING  







students were given regular homework and worked on assignment preparation 
outside of scheduled session times. This homework consisted of movement 
assignments geared to preparing them for choreographic work that they would 
be doing in upcoming classes, e.g. developing movement combinations to be 
further explored in regular session time; creating interaction ideas to be used 
in their work; deconstructing solos of physicality to find basic elements; 
working on ideas of external control; working on ways to use prostheses in 
conjunction with the biological body; working with human/machine concepts 
involving a technical device of their choice; thinking through the use of cell 
phone technology as a way to investigate movement; creating videos that can 
be used for choreographic purposes in their work in the regular sessions; and 
brainstorming ways they can use the motion capture work they did as a 
choreographic tool (for the MCR1 original syllabus, see Appendix 5). The 
participants were also were asked to write journal entries for every session. 
This is something they did outside of regular session work. They also were 
asked to read selections from some of the authors mentioned in this thesis. 
 
The participants were given as much leeway and freedom as possible within 
the confines of the research context since the results attained needed to come 
from them and the work they did as student researchers. This minimized and 
hopefully eliminated any possible bias that could have been added to the 
process by the author, since the work was entirely produced by the students – 
with the author only introducing the initial problems at the beginning of a 
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session and then retreating to the position of an outside observer once the 
sessions began.  
 
The first series of MCR experiments (MCR1) were conducted with thirteen 
intermediate, college dance students in Singapore. These sessions took place 
during a 10-month period between August 2012 and June 2013. This 
represents a total of 28 MCR1 sessions. From these sessions there were a total 
of: 
 225 journal entries handed in from a total of 13 MCR1 subjects. 
 19 transcripts from MCR1 session videos 
 12 interview transcripts from MCR1 sessions. 
 
The sequence of experiments took place as follows:  
 
1. The first section of the experiment extended through the first four 
weeks of the workshops. During this time, Video-Cued Recall (VCR) 
was used as a comparative beginning point, by first video recording a 
creative choreographic process and then replaying it at a later date to 
facilitate the memory of the choreographer in recalling the creative 
process they conducted while first creating their work. 
 
2. During the remaining five months of this first period, the concept of 
Mimetically-cued Recall (MCR) was introduced and practiced. 
Loosely based on the idea of Video-cued Recall, MCR was conducted 
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by replacing the video camera of VCR with a human observer/recorder 
that was referred to as the “Facilitator”. This person’s task was to first, 
kinesthetically and cognitively “record” the dance creation process of a 
choreographer and later to reenact what they had observed for that 
same choreographer; thus theoretically facilitating the choreographer’s 
ability to recall the creative process of creating his/her own 
choreography. This reenactment took place in a designated, focused 
environment to facilitate communication and interaction between the 
choreographer and Facilitator.  
 
3. Periodically during this first six-month process, individual interviews 
were conducted in which the choreographers were asked to respond to 
a set of questions or express observations regarding their involvement 
with the MCR process. 
 
4. The subjects involved in the MCR sessions maintained weekly journals 
that subsequently became an important part of the gathered research 
data regarding their observations and experiences within the sessions.  
 
The results of the MCR1 experimental session will now be discussed in 
relation to issues stated earlier in this paper.  
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5.2.3  Findings and Discussion  
 
The following examples include participant comments that were drawn from 
the complete, transcribed journal and interview data produced by participants 
during the MCR sessions.   
 
MCR1 participant comments that were culled from their journal entries 
exhibited a certain naiveté and lack of engagement at times. Their comments 
were mostly typical of this age group and did not match the more nuanced, 
well-considered responses of the MCR2 participants. This was primarily due 
to their young age and lack of experience. However, even though a deeper 
engagement with the issues would have been preferable, there is still a 
considerable amount of preliminary foregrounding information that was   
gained from their comments that helped to frame, contextualize and motivate 
the research questions which were developed for the MCR2 sessions.  
 
Participants in the MCR1 sessions were committed over a 12-month period to 
a multi-tiered, experiential dance experiment in which they worked as dance 
creators, performers, observers, recorders and re-enactors. On a weekly basis, 
choreographers continually produced innovative, new choreographic work, 
while dancers acting as Facilitators worked on honing and practicing various 
related, close observational skills. In observing the choreographer’s creative 
processes, these observers later utilized their observations by performing 
increasingly complex re-enactments of the observed choreographic material in 
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the attempt to facilitate the choreographer’s ability to recall and reflect on their 
own creative processes.  These various reenactments were constructed to 
address the following issues.  
 
A number of comments from the participants centered on the issue of 
increased production of meaning that was garnered from remembered 
information. This was evidenced by the new aspects of choreography that 
developed within interactions that ostensively were only focused on 
remembered choreography (see Appendices 1 and 2). 
  
The high level of interest in the choreographic work that was produced as a 
result of the MCR process was regularly expressed in the journals and 
interviews of both the choreographers and Facilitators. MCR1 participant 
comments reflected their relative beginning or intermediate level, yet the 
comments were still useful in helping to complete a fully contextualized 
picture of the nature of the MCR experience. For example, comments such as 
this from participant #7 were typical, “We watched #7’s group perform our 
choreography and it was so motivating! It gave a totally different feeling 
because it did not come across our minds that we could do things the other 
way too!” (#13, 24/8/12). Participants also expressed a desire to continue to 
perfect their work as both observers and creators of choreography.   
 
The issue of how an observer affects a practitioner involved in the creative 
process is an important consideration in the MCR process. If observers were 
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too intrusive in the manner in which they observed they detracted from the 
choreographer’s creative process by becoming a source of distraction or stress. 
It was interesting that many of the choreographers were able to accommodate 
to this stress and use it as an adjunct to their choreographic impetus. This was 
one aspect in which the method exemplified characteristics of a choreographic 
tool for the production of new work. One participant expressed this issue in 
the following manner, “When I was being observed by #5, it felt quite stressful 
that someone was watching me - but subsequently, I felt myself getting 
invested in the choreography. It was pretty fun when the ideas kept coming in, 
and sometimes, I will stand there thinking what my next movement will be. (#8, 
31/8/12)  
 
Just as observers affected the choreographer/practitioner, music and sound 
also influenced important aspects of the MCR working process. 
Choreographers in many cases used auditory elements in innovative ways that 
aided transmissibility of their work, either through vocal cues, body-produced 
sounds, the interruption of sound with silence, or formal music.  Facilitators in 
turn used these sound elements as epistemic aids in supporting memory and 
recall of performed movement. Acting also as a strong impetus for movement; 
music, sound and silence are absorbed and reflected through embodied, 
kinesthetic interactions between the choreographers and Facilitators. These 
interactions thus become a non-verbal, non-textual channel for communication 
on a body level. Through the various ways that choreographers used sound, 
whether as a simple background, as silence or as an integrated music score for 
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their work, it provided an important path by which dancers could embody and 
remember movement.   
 
Sound also, at times, played a role in the actual problem they were considering, 
such as how to involve their bodies when listening to silence.  “Because there 
was no music, somewhere in my head, [I] was just making [my own] sound to 
do my choreography. It is [also] really interesting being able to observe 
myself when I am choreographing a small part” (#8, 31/8/12).  
 
Music was generally used in the MCR sessions to convey movement ideas or 
as an impetus for developing or keeping an energized “physicalized” presence 
while dancing. It was also observed that Facilitators, when attempting 
reenactments, often relied on their body’s relationship to sound as a memory 
“prompt” to recall previously learned movement.  Sound thus became a 
closely allied element of participant memory since it frequently was closely 
associated to the choreographer’s movement, by accident or design, and not 
always only as a source of accompaniment. “When I observed the 
choreographer at work, the sounds or music in the background sometimes 
corresponded with the quality of the movement being created. In these 
instances, an image was frequently conjured up in my mind. The visual 
stimulation helped me to remember this on a body level as I was able to relate 
the quality in the visual image to the physical quality of the movement (#17 
22/9/13). Sound, particularly music, has been shown to be intimately 
connected to the body in terms of memory (Leman 2007, Mitchell and 
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Gallaher 2015), however, MCR did not systematically explore this issue, 
instead focusing on reenactment and the memory processes involved in 
developing a dance. Facilitator-produced sound and its possible affect on the 
choreographer was also not closely explored since further detailed discussion 
of sound in relation to the MCR process is beyond the scope of this present 
thesis and will be left for future study.  
 
The MCR method, in being a useful tool for the observation and re-creation of 
the choreographic creative process, simultaneously exhibited increased 
participant awareness and creativity due to the challenging nature of the work 
and the need for close observation. One participant explained, “I got to pay 
more attention on what is going on in my mind and my body when I am trying 
to do something that I’m uncomfortable with. (#3, 17/8/12); and on a separate 
occasion, “I also made some observations of myself from my choreographic 
process. I can’t really tell which moments I seem most inspired. However, 
there are moments that I felt very right. I realize that I would lose my self-
consciousness and just concentrate on what I am doing (#3, 31/8/12)  
 
In order to address the issue of first-person observation being conducted 
simultaneously with research, the choreographers in the MCR1 experiments at 
times worked without the Facilitator and instead attempted to conduct their 
own self-observations at the same time they were involved in the creative 
process. This approach addressed the feasibility of whether or not such first-
person research can be conducted without destroying the creative process. One 
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participant in the MCR1 sessions, explained, “I found it rather difficult to 
continue to observe how I was choreographing while I was choreographing” 
(#1, 7/9/12).  Not working with a Facilitator and attempting to conduct first 
person research on his/her own choreographic work, also addressed issues 
concerning the centrality of memory to the MCR process. The journal 
comment of one Facilitator is an example of an often-stated sentiment by the 
participants, “As a dancer trying to help [re-access] her memory, I felt 
extremely excited to hear her responses and commands. Her ideas and 
responses helped me to show the movements clearer and with better 
understanding of how she wanted it to be. (#4, 22/2/13)  
 
The pairing of dancers of different technical abilities and familiarities with 
choreographers provided an opportunity for the resulting effect on the quality 
of the MCR work to be closely observed. As one participant described it, “As 
an observer [and] as a mover, I found it quite entertaining how the person 
could command us to move however he/she wants it to be like. Instead of using 
the computer which she can’t command the movements to change, she could 
use and explain how she would like her movements to be, and we as the mover 
and the MCR, have to move according to how she wants it to be. (#18, 22/2/13) 
This pairing was in reference to the questions of whether or not the technical 
ability of the Facilitators affects their observational ability, as well as whether 
or not Facilitator familiarity with the choreographer’s movement style benefits 
or hinders the MCR process.  
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In relation to the study of MCR as a research method used as a choreographic 
tool, participants frequently referred to the fact that they felt more enabled to 
produce choreographic work through the use of MCR. An example of this type 
of comment is from participant #13, “As I was watching my solo, I was quite 
satisfied at my own work! It was comfortable telling #1 what went through my 
head as I was choreographing” (#1, 19/10/12), and participant #11 said, 
“Overall, I learnt so much just by observing someone dancing instead of 
always be the one dancing. I can't point out my own mistakes while I dance 
but when I look at someone dance, I can identified what is working and what 
is not working and apply it on myself when I dance. (#11, 31/8/12) – 
Participant #11. 
 
In addition to the positive outcomes, problematic patterns also became 
apparent. The MCR1 participants generally had a difficult time mentally 
making the transition from the concrete to the abstract or conceptual in their 
writing. They spent too much time describing movement in simple, concrete 
terms in their journals rather than focusing on observations, memories and 
things learned. “For me, there were more physical than mental observations. It 
was much easier for me to observe what was reflected in the mirror than to 
notice the way I think because it is generally how I function, without any 
awareness of it.” (7/9/12, #10) This may have been due to their relative youth 
(most were 18 years old) as well as their inexperience since they were 
intermediate dancers. The problem of participants producing overly 
concretized journal entries indicated a need to find ways to elicit deeper ways 
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of experiencing, verbalizing and textualizing their movement experiences. In 
addition, the following difficulties related to the sessions were noted:  
 
1. MCR1 participants generally had trouble making full use of their 
Facilitators – continuing to see them as being surrogate video 
recordings, or simply working with them as choreographers usually 
work with dancers to whom they have taught movement, rather 
than making rich, interactive use of them as live re-enactors of their 
choreographic processes rather then just their choreography. “This 
step, swing, swing - so the hands bring them to the movement of 
sliding the floor. So they actually travel again forward so the 
momentum and the momentum and momentum and so I was 
thinking like -- I think it goes quite smoothly, and it's good for a 
traveling step” (22/9/12, #4). This may have been due to the fact 
that their initial experience with cued-recall was with Video-Cued 
Recall (VCR), so that was their frame of reference. This suggested 
a need to provide the dancers with more experience with the 
Facilitators so they could discover what, if anything was special 
about having a live dancer, rather than a video recording, re-
enacting their movement.   
 
2. A counter-intuitive problem began to appear during the initial 
MCR1 sessions in that some of the Facilitators were so clear about 
learning the movement that it didn’t seem to leave much room for 
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the choreographer to have to remember what had taken place 
during the creative process. For example, comments such as that by 
participant #13: “As I was watching my solo [performed by the 
Facilitator], I was quite satisfied at my own work!” (19/10/12) 
suggest a complacency drawn from the close familiarity students in 
this particular class had with each other since they worked together 
on a daily basis on dance-related issues in their collegiate dance 
classes. Although these clear MCR reenactments did help to 
stimulate the choreographer’s memory, they didn’t leave much 
room for him/her to search for what had taken place.  
 
3. Evidence for the difficulty of simultaneously pursuing practice and 
research appeared in the journal entries of the experiment 
participants as they kept records of their thoughts during the MCR 
process. Ten of the thirteen original participants in the experiments 
expressed discomfort with the concept of self-observation, or that 
which Epstein (1999) calls “mindful practice”, while 
simultaneously performing creative work.  They felt that it 
obstructed the flow of their creative work since it caused their 
attention to be divided. Typical of their comments were statements 
such as: “Our focus had to be divided between creating movements 
and observing the way we work” (#5, 7/9/12); “We were told to 
observe ourselves as much as possible as we are figuring out our 
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steps. I found it really challenging as I was too focused on my 
choreography instead.” (#13, 7/9/12).  
 
4. These expressed difficulties suggested further work needed to be 
done to discover if there are ways to make self-observation more 
possible to a choreographer actively involved with the creative 
process. This was an important finding in relation to the concept of 
practice as research in that it reinforced the idea that practice as 
research is highly problematic due to the difficulty of observing 
and creating at the same time.  Exemplifying this, participant #1 in 
the experiments observed, “I personally feel that the only way to 
truly know what you are thinking in that moment of time, [is] to 
immediately note it down once you think it and question what made 
you do that immediately after you do it. However, that would be 
extremely frustrating and would create choppy work. It would also 
be hard to [do] that because when you feel inspired to create 
something, things sometimes just flow and we really do not know 
why or what we were thinking in that point of time” (19/10/12). 
 
5.2.4  Background and motivation for MCR2 
 
Although the MCR1 experiment provided a substantial amount of interesting 
new information about the possibilities of MCR as both a research technique 
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and choreographic tool, as stated above, the beginning/intermediate level of 
the MCR1 dancer/participants affected the quality of their responses in 
interviews and journals.  This led to the hypothesis that conducting an MCR 
experiment with more advanced dancers, might elicit higher quality 
kinesthetic understanding and more detailed written and spoken reflections 
about the work. This was the genesis of the MCR2 experiment that was 
conducted a few months after the completion of the MCR1 experiment.  
 
Further motivation to conduct this second series of experiments grew from 
observations of the key role that the Facilitator plays in MCR being 
understood as a choreographic tool. These observations led to the hypothesis 
that by increasing the number of Facilitators the quantity of interpretations 









Dancers performing the work of MCR1:  Photograph John Mead  
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5.3  MCR2 
 
The second experimental session was designated as “MCR2”. The questions 




5.3.1  Motivating Questions    
 
These issues of temporality, memory, reenactment, production of new 
meaning from incomplete information and historical “otherness”, in addition 
to the results of the MCR1 experiment, and the holes that those results 
exposed, are the motivating factors that led to the formulation of the following 
second set of questions for the new MCR2 experiment.  
1. Can the presence of a “gap” in remembered movement facilitate the 
discovery of new meaning? 
2. Does “selective focus” affect the observational quality of Facilitators? 
3. How does the phenomenon of "otherness" affect reenactment? 
4. How does historical “distance” affect the outcome of MCR? 
5. Can multiple facilitators lead to expanding the creative space of 
memory and discussion material compared to a single facilitator? 
6. How does the environment affect the quality of the MCR session? 
7. What are the best practices for the success of MCR? 
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5.3.2  Experiment 2: further MCR investigations 
 
These sessions took place over a period of three months, and were 
comprised of a total of six, weekly, three-hour MCR sessions between 
September and November 2013.  From this series there were a total of: 
 
 30 journal entries from 5 MCR2 subjects. 
 10 written transcripts transcribed from group discussions, video 
and sound recordings and regular MCR2 sessions. 
 
Although the same basic MCR approach employed in MCR1 was also 
followed in this second series of experiments, a number of new, innovative 
elements were added to answer some of the questions that were raised 
from the first series of experiments.  
 
1. The first element that was tested was the effect an increase in the 
number of Facilitators would have on the MCR session. During this 
time, the MCR sessions were conducted with multiple Facilitators 
observing a single choreographer during his/her creative process and 
then that choreographer, in order to recall and reflect on their own 
choreographic processes, subsequently interacted with the multiple 
Facilitators. 
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2. In addition to the use of multiple Facilitators, situations were also 
purposefully created in which the resulting observations would be 
unintentionally incomplete. Although even the regular Facilitator 
observations contained some incomplete information, the level of 
incompleteness in the following situations was much more pronounced. 
These unintentional gaps were possible to induce in the observed 
material by using the following methods.  
 
a. The Participants used hand-held video cameras as operational 
tools, to record first-person accounts of their own choreography. 
These first-person video recordings were necessarily 
incomplete as records of movement since the participants were 
instructed to keep the video cameras in hand during the entire 
recording and not just set the camera up somewhere else to 
create the video. Therefore, it was only possible to record 
sections of the body, the completeness of which were governed 
by the length of the body’s appendage holding the camera. The 
recordings therefore formed incomplete records of the 
choreography as a whole since they had “gaps” in them. 
Facilitators then swapped video recordings with another 
Facilitator and used the new, inherently incomplete videos to 
reconstruct the original choreography. The resulting gaps that 
were present on the videos prevented the Facilitators from 
being able to produce a fully accurate re-creation. When this 
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version was then reenacted for the choreographer in an MCR 
session, the missing information served as a space in which 
interaction and memories of the choreographic process could 
occur. 
 
b. The choreographers were also instructed to create 
“uncomfortable” solos, in which they worked within a realm, 
emotional or physical, that was uncomfortable for them. One 
intention of doing this was to increase the likelihood of gaps 
occurring since the uncomfortable nature of the movement 
made the participants less likely to pursue certain movement 
areas. The other intention of asking them to push into this 
"uncomfortable" territory was to find ways to throw focus on 
the utility of the Facilitator in the role of the "other". This was 
done since the utility and perspective of a “social mirror”, 
which the “other” represents, appears to become more 
important as we venture into new unfamiliar territory. As in 
becoming more sensitive to how other people perceive us when 
we acquire a new fashion look or a new hairstyle, the 
choreographer in uncomfortable creative territory also is in a 
more sensitized state from which to interact with the “other” of 
the Facilitator. This resonated with the MCR experiments and 
provided motivation for their development since maintaining 
this level of sensitivity augmented the possibility of close 
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interaction between choreographer and Facilitator. To realize 
the uncomfortable solos, the participants were asked to deeply 
consider that which made them emotionally or physically 
uncomfortable. They were asked to be as honest about this as 
they could, but not to consider anything too uncomfortable that 
could endanger them in any way. Violence of any kind was 
ruled out. They were asked to push their comfort level, but not 
to engage in anything that could mentally or physically hurt 
themselves or others. The participants approached this problem 
from many different angles – both emotional and physical. 
They then performed their uncomfortable solos in front of their 
Facilitators in a very supportive environment. The exercise 
pushed their awareness of the self-constructed frames that they 
had built around their own expectations and provided food for 
thought of what they had conceived they were capable of doing.  
The solos produced in this way were more difficult for the 
Facilitators to fully observe and internalize during their 
observations due to the more complex, personal and emotional 
nature of the work, the level of discomfort the choreographers 
experienced while making it, and the fact that the 
choreographers were less willing to repeat the material once it 
was created. The uncomfortable solos therefore created gaps 
that challenged choreographers to mobilize ways of managing 
discomfort to fill the gaps in sometimes surprising ways, such 
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as pushing further beyond the boundaries of their own 
imagined limitations than they had planned, as a way to muster 
the courage to do their solos; inventing unexpected, interesting 
movement to avoid especially difficult sections of their solos; 
and changing their usual approach to time to manage the 
uncomfortable nature of what they were performing.  
 
c. The Facilitators were asked to learn solos that the 
choreographers were required to create within a three-minute 
time limit. The Facilitators had only those same three minutes 
in which to observe and “record” the choreographer’s 
movement. This severely limited parameter also induced 
necessarily incomplete, approximate renditions since there was 
insufficient time to fully absorb all of the detail and nuance of 
the movement. The choreographer then participated in an MCR 
session and tried to recall as much as possible from the 
incomplete Facilitator reenactments.   
 
By working with dancers that were more experienced in the MCR2 
experiments, a marked improvement was noted in the quality of their 
comments in both interviews and journals. These comments generally 
were more substantive and conceptual in nature when compared to the 
shorter, more concrete comments that the intermediate students produced 
in their MCR1 journals.  
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The results of the MC R2 experimental session and its connection to issues 
stated earlier will now be discussed. This will be followed by some 
suggestions for best practices for those who wish to pursue MCR as an 
approach to practice as research.  
 
 
5.3.3 Findings  
 
The following examples include participant comments that were drawn from 
the complete, transcribed journal and interview data produced by participants 
during the MCR sessions (see Appendices 1 and 2).   
 
MCR2 experiments which were designed to increase the likelihood of gap 
creation were implemented to allow empirical observation of the effect such 
gaps may have on the MCR process. These experiments included:  
‘uncomfortable’ studies which made students less likely to pursue certain 
strains of movement; first-person video reenactments in which choreographers 
hand-held smart-phone video cameras and then gave the recorded videos to 
other practitioners to recreate what they had done (the fact that the cameras 
were hand-held greatly limited the ability of the choreographer to fully capture 
their own movement – thus the resulting video was replete with incomplete 
information); multiple Facilitator observation/reenactments; temporal distance 
between observation and reenactment; and video footage that was shot for 
aesthetic reasons but used for reconstruction. These experiments addressed 
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questions related to how gaps created by the MCR process can facilitate the 
practitioner’s ability to recall the creative process of making his/her own 
choreographic study. Participant #2 wrote, “Where there were lapses in the 
interpretative, perceptual or cognitive understanding of the movement, I tried 
to fill in the gaps by injecting my own interpretation of the work by piecing the 
fragmented information I have to develop a fuller idea and intention for the 
movement and phrases. (#2, 22/2/13).   
 
The question of whether the presence of a gap in remembered movement 
facilitates the discovery of new meaning was addressed in a number of 
comments by participants in the MCR2 experiment, for example, “This 
experiment helped me create new approaches because it enabled me to forgo 
the steps, but experience what the dancer has experienced. When the dancer 
turns, we feel the turn too because of the speed and the circular lines being 
made. When the dancer runs, we feel the dash too. It is interesting that despite 
not being able to see the dancer in space, I am able to feel the movements that 
move the space” (#2, 27/10/13). The phenomenon of "otherness" and how it 
affected reenactment was also frequently alluded to in the comments of 
participants. The issue was seen as a difficult problem but one that could be 
addressed through the MCR methodology, participant #3 explained, “I tried to 
bridge the physical distance through close observation of the nuances and 
qualities in the movements. I felt by 'catching' the 'flavor' of the movements as 
precisely as I can through keen observations, I will be able to overcome the 
inability to communicate with him/her verbally to clarify the movement 
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intentions” (#3, 27/10/13). Historical “distance” was an ongoing consideration 
of the MCR2 participants, since it directly affected how close they felt to the 
creative process. The distance between historical events as well as between 
individual human beings provided a space that led participants in many cases 
to the discovery of new meaning and the formulation of new understandings.   
 
In another experiment, Facilitators were directed to make aesthetically 
motivated video-recordings of the choreographer, but upon completion they 
were then unexpectedly asked to use these same recordings to reconstruct 
choreography. Since the initial purpose of the videos was not to reconstruct 
the work but rather to focus on aesthetics, the process necessitated the use of a 
selective focus by the Facilitators. This selective focus created another 
opportunity to address the idea of gapping and if the presence of a gap in 
remembered movement facilitates the discovery of new meaning. Participant 
#4 spoke about how the selective focus in the making of the video affected her 
movement, “I have the tendency to fill in the gaps with my personal movement 
style and tendencies when I could not figure out the points of her body parts in 
space, thus affecting the accuracy of the interpretation. I also had to assume 
and predict how I think #1 would move based on my memory of her. Having 
prior understanding of her movement vocabulary has definitely helped me in 
terms of recalling the steps more accurately. However, because I had a week's 
break before going back to the routine, my memory was quite fuzzy, and the 
tendency was to fill in the gaps with my personal assumptions”(#4 27/10/13). 
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By experimenting with different numbers of Facilitators, observations could 
be made of the effect this had on the MCR process as a choreographic tool. 
Participants reacted similarly whether they had single or multiple Facilitators 
but the quantity of their interactions and the number of creative insights 
increased in frequency when using Multiple Facilitators. 
 
The quality of journal entries, discussions, choreographic observation and 
output all improved with the use of more advanced dancers for the role of 
Facilitator. Although a certain amount of spontaneity was evidenced by the 
less experienced MCR1 dancers due to the relative newness of the MCR 
approach to their level of experience; the more advanced dancers of MCR2 
evinced a much more in depth approach to almost every aspect of the process. 
This has led to the inclusion of the idea of using advanced students on the list 
of suggested best practices, since it had such a positive and noticeable affect 
on the quality and rigor of the MCR process. The more advanced dancers were 
able to make full use of the choreographic tool that MCR represents and also 
had better understanding of MCR as a research methodology. The quality and 
depth of their written and oral reflections and the fecundity of their 
choreographic output was evidence for this.  
 
The use of multiple Facilitators also affected the quality and nature of the 
MCR2 sessions. In the MCR1 sessions, the ratio of choreographers to 
Facilitators was almost always 1:1, although toward the end of the MCR1 
period there were a few sessions in which two Facilitators were used for one 
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choreographer. It was these final MCR1 sessions, incorporating two 
Facilitators that led to experiments with a higher ratio of Facilitators to 
Choreographers in the MCR2 sessions.  The use of four Facilitators to one 
choreographer opened up a wider range of possible interactions and 
choreographic output. It also allowed for a higher incidence of choreographer 
recall, since there was more information available about the choreographer’s 
original creative process.  
 
What was less expected, when using multiple Facilitators, was the level to 
which their differences in reenactment allowed space for new meanings to 
grow. It was during the moments of difficulty and gapping in the Facilitator’s 
recreations that choreographers seemed to get most involved, by making 
corrections and indicating that a movement or process should have been this 
way as opposed to that. Although this kind of interaction also happens in the 
more traditional dancer/choreographer relationship, in the MCR situation it is 
heightened and made an intentional and central part of the methodology. 
Meaning creation in this sense resulted in an increased creative output for both 





A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING  







5.3.4 Discussion  
 
Through the implementation of the Mimetically-cued Recall research method 
a deeper understanding of the creative choreographic process was gained. 
From the information gathered during twelve months of experimental work, 
the empirical evidence that the MCR sessions produced suggests that MCR 
offers a new approach for addressing Practice as Research, and introduces 
novel ways to produce meaningful reenactments of historical choreographic 
material. In doing so it increases the likelihood of finding new meaning within 
old creative material. It also acts as a tool that aids in the production of new 
choreographic material by giving dance choreographers increased impetus to 
create since they are able to delve more deeply into their own work through 
later introspection.  
 
This chapter provided detailed motivating questions for experimental sessions 
of the MCR method as a dance tool. Two experimental settings of MCR1 and 
MCR2 were delineated. The hypothesis and other questions raised in this 
thesis were addressed through quotations by choreographers who look at what 
they do as research and who borrow research techniques to facilitate novel 
approaches to the creation of new choreography. Findings and a discussion 
were included for both experimental sessions. 
 
In the next chapter the discussion of Mimetically-cued Recall will be 
considered from another perspective: in terms of its relationship to the broader 
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field of dance research and how these experiments offer material that 
contribute to understanding in that field.   
 
 




Earlier, we discussed Mimetically-cued Recall as a research tool in the service 
of a specific choreographic practice. This chapter will now discuss MCR in 
the context of dance research in general and how it informs and adds to 
knowledge in that field.   
 
In pursuing the experimental work that forms the ground for this thesis, 
lingering, problematic issues related to PaR involving shareability, 
reenactment, historical distance, temporality, memory, archiving, notation, and 
cognition became apparent. These problems are particularly relevant in regard 
to the difficulty of using self observation as a method by which to access the 
source of art practice: original creative thought. From a scientific point of 
view, creative thought remains an elusive concept, with neurobiological 
research just beginning to pry open the biological underpinnings of the 
phenomena through studies of neurological activity in the brain. One 
promising example of such research conducted by Jung-Beeman indicates that 
flashes of creative insight may originate in a small area of the brain’s right 
temporal lobe (Jung-Beeman 2004: 0502). Science-based information such as 
this may someday help researchers to understand not only the origins of 
creativity but also possible avenues for increasing human potential.  
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Creative thought is that which motivates artistic practice.  Artistic practice 
simultaneously performed as research, demands that an artist access his/her 
creative thought from a first person research perspective. This is the literal 
meaning of the phrase, “practice as research”. The central problem in this 
construction however is the question of whether or not an artist would be able 
to produce creative thought and perform academic research at the same time 
without disrupting the creative thought process (De Laet 2014; Lahlou 2011; 
Mead 2012; Paterson et al. 2003; Varela et al. 1992; Zahavi 2006). To address 
this difficult problem, this study argues that a choreographer’s creative 
thought can be re-elicited for access and analysis at a later time. This idea is 
operationalized through the use of an expert observer who performs close, 
detailed observations of the choreographer’s creative process. These 
observations form the basis for a later reenactment of the choreographer’s 
work, thus providing a way for the choreographer to revisit his/her original 
thought process. 
 
Scott deLahunta’s work with Anthony Marcel and Phil Barnard of the MRC 
Cognition and Brain Science Unit, Cambridge and Alan Wing from the 
Sensory Motor Neuroscience Research Group (SyMoN) at the University of 
Birmingham (McCarthy 2006) resonates with this current study. In this project, 
Marcel discusses the idea of “immersion and non-observational awareness 
[emphasis added] of one’s actions in reference to a dancer’s experience of 
performing” (deLahunta 2004a). This idea of awareness without the act of 
observing which occurs in a dancer refers to properties of physics that are at 
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play on the dancing human body as well as proprioceptive feedback that a 
dancer receives as he/she moves. Wing, who works with “specialized motion 
tracking systems”, makes a distinction “between the movement that one 
perceives or is aware of (the percept) and movement in terms of forces, 
positions and timing (physics)” of which one may not be aware. He argues that 
the “relation between unconscious and conscious movement control” implies 
“variability in relation to the creative process” in this regard. Marcel takes this 
a step further by suggesting that the various physics properties Wing is 
referring to are the “foundational aspects of mind too often ignored by 
psychology” (deLahunta 2004b). 
 
These ideas about the importance of the body and awareness without 
observation are relevant to this present research since this suggests the 
possibility of circumventing the difficulties of self-observation, which is one 
of the most problematic aspects of practice as research. The idea of being 
aware without self-observation suggests a possible opening toward 
understanding one way Practice as Research in dance may possibly be realized. 
However, this still leaves a difficult problem in relation to accessing a 
dancer’s creative process since a dancer’s non-observational awareness is 
difficult to substantiate or share. It is for this reason that other dancers were 
employed as observers in MCR to help the principal practitioner retain and 
reconstruct his/her awareness. The rigorous dance training of the observing 
dancers uniquely suited them to being able to fall in synchrony with other 
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dancers and to understand this type of awareness on a kinesthetic, corporal 
level.   
 
 
6.1  MCR and current theories  
 
This wider philosophic discussion, both pro and con, about the positioning of 
art in relation to research, plays an important role in preventing practice as 
research from becoming accepted in academia simply as a result of 
momentum or due to a cascade of new adherents, rather than as an outcome of 
sound epistemic and ontological grounding. By seriously grappling with issues 
that are important to practiced- based research in the arts, the theorists that are 
mentioned in this thesis are part of a growing group of thinkers whose work 
has begun to open philosophic doors to the field. These theorists are not 
always in agreement - at times citing widely disparate and sometimes 
contentious positions on different aspects of philosophic issues related to the 
field; yet this is to be expected when confronting something relatively new and 
without a strong prior precedence, such as Practice as Research in the arts. 
Overall, this kind of serious discussion is leading to a wider acceptance of the 
idea of Practice-based Research by academia, as well as to an increased 
understanding of the nature of such research and how it might be situated in 
relation to both art and the university environment.  
 
Borgdorff speaks about the transformation of “artistic practices to artistic 
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research, and the transformation of academia to a domain that also provides a 
place for non-discursive forms of knowledge, unconventional research 
methods and enhanced modes of presentation and publication” (Borgdorff 
2012). However, as he has also pointed out, it is still quite prevalent for those 
who defend science to also position the arts as being a fundamentally separate 
activity, and thus not something to see as commensurate with science when 
talking about research.  It is the contention of this thesis that, as practitioners 
of Practice-based Research, or more specifically of Practice as Research, 
continue to explore avenues by which it can be actualized, some of the 
differences that have divided the arts and sciences to this point will begin to 
evaporate.  Although the danger exists for both art and science to be adversely 
affected by attempting to conflate two disparate approaches under the same 
umbrella of research, it would also be unfortunate to disallow the possibility 
that exploration in this area may lead to new insights and knowledge that 
could bring the two fields closer together. MCR may be an approach that goes 
some distance to bridging this gulf. The MCR methodology has both empirical 
and qualitative elements and attempts to look at the difficult issue of creative 
practice from an empirically-oriented point of view.   
 
A crucial consideration in this context is the status of the artefact (the artwork) 
that the arts produce. An academic research publication or the results of 
scientific experiment are the objects by which work in those fields are justified. 
In the arts, the artefact is the artistic process, the artwork itself, which is 
comparable to a publication or an experiment. If, as Borgdorff (2012) has 
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argued, the artefact is “fundamentally open in nature” then this in turn “invites 
us to ‘unfinished thinking’.  Such unfinished cognitive activity suggests that 
the artefact acts as both a justification and a pathway to new discovery and 
new knowledge even if one argues that the artefact is not actually a form of 
knowledge. Borgdorff expresses this by writing, “the contexts of discovery 
and justification melt together” within the emergence of the artist’s artefact. 
This resonates with the concept of the MCR artefact since it is created by the 
choreographer and observed and reenacted by the Facilitator; while at the 
same time it is theoretically the result of research as well as the locus of new 
understanding. It is this multi-layered, “fundamentally open” nature of the 
MCR artefact that enables the MCR practitioner/researcher to investigate the 
possibility of simultaneous practice and research.   
 
Borgdorff’s conceptualization of the creative artefact was presaged by the 
work of philosophers such as Husserl who, as discussed earlier, theorized that 
to understand experience one had to bracket judgment, thereby suspending 
one’s inquiry about the experience of being in the world. By re-envisioning 
the nature of artefact and seeing it as being both discovery and justification 
merging as one, one is engaging in the kind of bracketing or “epoche” about 
which Husserl had conjectured (Husserl 1913). The point here is not whether 
his phenomenological theories are proven to be correct in supporting a 
particular formulation of what an artefact constitutes; but rather whether 
approaches to practice-based research in the arts are being discussed on the 
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level of serious philosophic principle. Such discussion lends credence to their 
eventual acceptance into the academic realm.  
 
Beyond discussions about the nature of the artistic artefact, the burgeoning 
interest in theories that embrace embodiment (as discussed at length in 
Chapter 2) also lends philosophic (whether found to be supportable or not) 
credence to the arts as they work to bridge the divide that has separated 
scientific and artistic research. Dance in particular, being the most body-
oriented of the arts, has been in the foreground of discussions. These 
discussions also have phenomenological roots, as expressed most notably by 
Merleau-Ponty in his argument of the body “being in the world” (1945) and as 
the center of perceptual awareness. Whether the premise is phenomenological 
and claiming a constructed reality or Aristotelian and viewing reality as 
external to our consciousness and existing as being perceivable by our senses, 
serious discussion about how research in the arts is situated in relation to 
academia is slowly narrowing the gap that has historically existed between the 
two. The embodied, Practice as Research nature of the MCR methodology 
places it in a an distinctive  position in relation to these questions, i.e. MCR is 
not seeking to answer the widely disparate philosophic views expressed above, 
but rather provide a meaningful vehicle upon which such understanding may 
eventually arise.  
 
The idea that the body plays a central role in cognition is a fundamental aspect 
of the MCR methodology. When the MCR Facilitator engages with the 
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choreographer it is through kinesthetic, non-verbal, body-centric means that 
much of the information is transmitted from one to the other. The nature and 
processes of this kinesthetic communication are what differentiates MCR from 
other technologically-driven types of Practice as Research investigations in 
dance, e.g. those that have been done using primarily electronic means, such 
as video or motion capture or those that address the research from a third-
person, external point of view.  
 
As discussed in Chapter 1, the ideas of a number of theorists resonate with this 
issue in that they address the question of embodiment in relation to cognition 
and epistemology. The idea of performativity that was discussed in Chapter 1 
in relation to Austin’s (1962) and  Butler’s work (1989) is relevant in this 
context since MCR explores the need of the Practice as Research investigator 
to simultaneously create and conduct research in the same moment. In like 
manner, J.L. Austin’s (1962) concept of the performative utterance that both 
“says” and “does” in the same instance, is similar to the type of simultaneity 
that is demanded by Practice as Research – with the corollary of simultaneous 
“saying and doing” in MCR methodology, being: “creating and researching” 
Butler looks to Austin’s idea, but restages it in the realm of the human body. 
The body itself is performative for Butler (1989), in that it has prior agency to 
the constant reconstitution it is subjected to by the cultural, political and 
societal “inscriptions” that are regularly being written upon it according to 
Foucault (1995).  
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The concept of bodily inscription voiced by Foucault, Butler and others, is 
related to Langer’s work (discussed in Chapter 2) in understanding human 
agency in that her approach also sees the body as an expression of subtle 
forces that mold its nature – the difference being that Langer gives credit to 
the idea of “virtuality” of feeling, rather than inscription, as the operative 
element. MCR addresses elements of the virtual in this sense in that it uses the 
kinesthetically remembered (virtual) images of movement of the Facilitator to 
reenact later performance of the work. In the same sense that Langer’s 
virtuality is not that one show feelings, rather that one expresses what one 
knows of feelings. Being a dance-oriented methodology, designed to 
investigate research related to the creative process the MCR method offers 
ample opportunity to make inquiry into ideas of virtuality if that were the 
focus of one’s inquiry.  
 
The work of Mimetically-cued Recall involves the attempt to understand 
simultaneous creating and researching - making and observing - doing and 
reflecting. This resonates with Manning’s idea that “concepts are events in the 
making” and her attempt to understand how pre-articulated thought can 
become an articulation (Manning 2009). Using the concept of performativity, 
Manning is interested in finding ways to span the distance thought and action.  
 
Such an idea of “spanning” references Bergson’s idea of duration discussed in 
Chapters 2 and 6 since thought and action in such a context would exist in a 
non-fragmented continuum, which suggests they would be inherently 
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bridgeable since they are already temporally connected. Duration is also a 
helpful concept for understanding the role memory plays in the 
Facilitator/Choreographer interaction in relation to reenactment.  
 
Bergson embraces the relationship of duration to both memory and free will, 
and by so doing argues for the impossibility of determinism. In this arena, the 
MCR methodology would prove useful as an empirical, experimental ground 
in which free willed, non-deterministic issues of creativity and transmissibility 
of knowledge would occur.  
 
If human actions therefore are un-determined and people are free to will their 
own actions, any work within the research paradigm is open to creative 
invention and unpredictable methods of transmitting and remembering that 
work.  In this way, work that choreographers and Facilitators do within the 
MCR construct would prove of interest to researchers using Bergsonian theory. 
This would be the case due to the way MCR confronts problems of temporal 
interstices between the initial creation of choreographic work and the eventual 
reenactment of that work by the Facilitator. Looking at these temporal gaps 
from the standpoint of Bergson’s concept of “duration” may help inform the 
question of simultaneity that the MCR Practice as Research is seeking to 
address.  
   
Although perspectives, phenomenological and otherwise, hold potential for 
understanding elements of what takes place in embodied research, or research 
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which deals with experience and the erasure of the mind/body dichotomy, they 
still remain as theory. Other perspectives, such as those that are derived from a 
more realist orientation, also hold potential for answering complex questions 
about experience and our ability to have knowledge of it. For example, James 
Gibson sought to understand perception and experience and their relationship 
to the body, and specifically the senses (Gibson 1986). Like phenomenologists, 
Gibson saw a relationship between our sense of vision and the environment, 
yet unlike their viewpoint his ecological approach to visual perception, 
suggests that reality exists separately from human consciousness, with the 
senses serving as the tools which, through specific means, are able to perceive 
and make sense of that reality (1986).  
 
Elements of Gibson’s ecological approach resonate with MCR since for 
Gibson there is a particular ecological relationship of our senses to a real, 
existing world of certain “invariables” which an observer perceives as he/she 
moves through them. For Gibson, it is this complex, moving relationship 
which allows our senses to perceive.  The focus for Gibson is different than 
that of phenomenology in that direct ecological perception eliminates “the 
need for unconscious inference or any other intervening mental process”; 
perception is explained “by considering the stimuli in the environment, rather 
than by considering what happens to these stimuli after they enter a person's 
eyes.” (Goldstein 1981).  
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In like manner, the MCR Facilitator also moves through a field of perceptual 
information of affordances and stimuli provided by the choreographer in an 
MCR session, using his/her senses to perceive what is given “without 
unconscious inference or other intervening mental processes” or conscious 
attempts at interpretation. Interpretation can eventually take place during an 
MCR reenactment and through it, new meaning may arise, but in the sense 
that Gibson speaks of, the Facilitator is not attempting to reconstruct what is 
happening as they first observe and learn in an MCR choreographic session. 
Rather than “focusing on what happens to the stimuli after it enters their eyes”, 
the MCR Facilitator is focusing on the stimuli in the environment (1986). 
 
The various philosophic and scientific attempts that have been made to 
understand the complexities of cognition, corporality, perception and 
knowledge hold the potential for answering basic questions about the nature of 
Practice-based Research approaches such as MCR. However, because the 
broader philosophic implications of the MCR methodology are beyond the 
scope of this thesis, MCR continues to remain open to various possible 
theories about its nature in relation to perception and cognition.  
 
The process of reenactment is another area through which the MCR 
methodology can be viewed and explored. The MCR Facilitator reenacts the 
choreographer’s movement and aspects of his/her creative process to assist the 
choreographer in recalling that process. As discussed later in this chapter 
under “Reenactment”, the Facilitators observe the choreographer’s creative 
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process and movement as closely as they are able, but when they produce 
reenactments of that material later in time, it is not possible that they are exact 
replicas of the choreographer’s original movement or process. Benjamin’s 
theory (1923) that the meaning of a written work is not connected innately to 
the original but instead shifts over time due to changes in language and culture, 
may also relate to reenactment in this way. As will be discussed later in this 
Chapter, Franko saw reenactment as a process of re-discovering the “theory” 
or contextual elements of a by-gone event and not the attempt to create an 
exact replica. In like manner, Benjamin suggests that translation is like poetry 
in the sense that the translator should, “set free in his own language the pure 
language spellbound in the foreign language, to liberate the language 
imprisoned in the work by rewriting it, is the translator's task” (Benjamin 
1923). Although this constitutes a controversial view of translation, those that 
wish to investigate its possible application in relation to movement (as 
opposed to text), could do so within an MCR session because of the element 
of reenactment that is an inherent part of the process.  
 
For theorists such as Scrivener (see Chapters 1 and 2), who argue that “visual 
art is not, nor has it ever been, primarily a form of knowledge communication; 
nor is it a servant of the knowledge acquisition enterprise” (Scrivener 2002) 
and thus argue against the idea of art creation as being a form of research, 
MCR holds the potential to be of interest. This is because the MCR 
methodology operates in a realm where questions of knowledge acquisition 
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and communication are rife and thus it would be fertile ground in which to 
experiment with Scrivener’s ideas.  
 
MCR does not support any one philosophic premise, but rather provides a 
context in which theoretical as well as empirical study can take place related 
to the difficult questions the MCR researcher may ask. Many of these 
philosophic questions have remained stubbornly out of reach, even though 
there have been numerous philosophic attempts to understand perception and 
the human relationship to experience and reality. It is because of this, and the 
many questions that still remain, ranging in nature broadly from ontology and 
epistemology to politics and art, that the MCR methodology is of potential 
interest to thinkers interested in these areas of philosophy.  The questions that 
MCR raises concerning practice as research, artefact, reenactment and 
incidental gapping, are fertile ground for theorists and philosophers. The 
results of MCR experimentation can offer new insights to those wanting 
empirical constructs which may help them to find pathways to the answers 
they seek. This is one of the areas of impact listed in Chapter 7 that MCR may 
have - the empirical support it offers to theorists and philosophers who seek 
ways to observe, record and interpret movement in order to support existing 
theories or develop new ones.  
 
Over time, each Practice-based Researcher who engages with MCR as a 
methodology will focus on a specific, unique area of possible philosophic 
inquiry. This will enrich the understanding of what MCR may offer those 
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interested in Practice as Research in dance. The broad philosophic questions 
that remain however are beyond the scope of this present study and will be left 
to those future researchers who engage with the MCR methodology.  
 
The focus for this thesis has been narrowed to using MCR, not to research the 
many interesting questions that exist concerning the role of the body in 
relation to experience and cognition, but rather to conduct inquiry into what 
ways, and to what extent, practice can take place concurrently with research 
and thus legitimately be considered Practice as Research. Despite this 
narrowed perspective however, the MCR methodology remains informed by, 




6.2  Shareability and Notation 
 
Theories such as Kirsh and Maglio’s (1994) idea of “epistemic action” that 
was discussed above in chapter 2.7, can add to the understanding of concepts 
such as shareability. In the act of sharing, the transmission of information or 
knowledge takes place between two or more parties. To simplify the act of 
sharing, the parties involved frequently will use epistemic actions which make 
the interactions easier, thus reducing the cognitive load involved. By engaging 
in external cognitive support, such as finding ways to write or notate 
information to make it more shareable, or using gestures to communicate ideas, 
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those wanting to share kinesthetic information find pathways that simplify the 
process, thereby making it easier and cognitively less complex.  
 
Shareability is a hallmark of academic research, and is thus a significant area 
of interest in understanding MCR as research. Although the MCR session 
moves beyond simple sharing of information by providing an environment in 
which re-experiencing one’s own work is facilitated, the problem of how that 
information is shared remains. Shareability in relation to the transient nature of 
dance has historically been addressed through direct, kinesthetic or 
verbal/pedagogic transmission of movement from a choreographer or dancing 
master to a dancer or student or through performance. However, alternate 
methods of transmission also exist, most notably, transcription of the language 
of dance to other forms of media, such as text or video, through some type of 
notation. As discussed in Chapter 1, elements of the principles of notation and 
inscription closely pertain to aspects of the MCR methodology; now, these 
ideas will be discussed in more detail in relation specifically to shareability 
and reenactment. . 
 
Goodman (1976) observes that the primary function of a notated score in 
music is to act as the definitive identification of a work of art from 
performance to performance. In this sense, scores and performances must be 
so related that “all performances belong to the same work and all copies of 
scores define the same class of performances.”  He is not suggesting however 
that the notated score holds some frozen facsimile of a particular creative 
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event; rather, he sees it as a kind of blueprint for certain classes of performed 
instantiations of that event (Finston 2007; Goodman 1976; Van Camp 1981; 
Warburton 2014).  
 
The score does indeed represent a particular artwork, and no other, but does so 
as something that supersedes itself by only indicating that which it represents. 
Thus, there are many performed interpretations of Beethoven’s Ninth 
Symphony, yet they are all derived from the singular score that the composer 
wrote. So the score in this sense becomes a source for new creative meaning to 
be produced through something that identifies a particular historical source or 
artefact. It is in this context that Goodman quotes physicist, Sir George 
Thomson, 
 
You see, no experiment can be repeated exactly. There will always be 
something different… what it comes to when you say you repeat an 
experiment is that you repeat all the features of an experiment that a 
theory determines are relevant. In other words you repeat the 
experiment as an example of the theory (Thomson 1965).  
 
It is in this sense that the Facilitator in an MCR session, by closely observing 
the creative process of the choreographer, has essentially notated in embodied, 
shareable, kinesthetic terms, the work the choreographer has done; but like a 
score, when the choreographer later accesses this information from the 
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Facilitator, new information and meaning is generated, even though some 
essential aspect of the original dance remains as the source. 
 
Sharing in the context of MCR embraces the element of temporal separation 
from the original choreography in the later, shared, reenacted dance. In order 
to be performed, this reenactment allows and necessitates a dancer’s re-
embodiment of the past work. It is this re-embodiment which, in turn, opens 
an avenue for shared knowledge – shared through both spatial and temporal 
distance, from past to present. In relation to this, Bleeker (2012, 15) invokes 
the famous historian R. G. Collingwood’s observation that “Through re-
enactment, we are able to share the thoughts of others, and through sharing 
these thoughts, we can begin to understand the logic of the actions that 
resulted in history as we know it” (Collingwood 1994). This is relevant to this 
current research in that the connection which exists in an MCR session 
between the choreographer and the dancer who reenacts that choreographer’s 
movement is one of a shared historical event, albeit one that may have 
happened over a shorter span of time than decades or centuries. 
 
This shareability, in the choreographer/Facilitator relationship of an MCR 
session, could possibly be confused with the type of work that has often been 
done by contemporary choreographers, such as Twyla Tharp, Trisha Brown or 
William Forsythe in which dancers help choreographers invent or re-invent 
movement by applying those choreographer’s various manipulative strategies 
to improvised material. In Tharp’s case, this involved well-known methods 
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borrowed from the compositional techniques of classical music, such as 
counterpoint, retrogression, inversion, fugue, accumulation, and omission. The 
author’s own experience as an apprentice with Tharp’s company in 1984, 
provided insight to this working method as she applied it to the dancers in her 
company. The primary thrust of her work at that time was the creation and 
experience of new ways to move. Thus, movement invention was the primary 
focus and the methods she employed were ways to get at that movement, to 
enrich it, to make it more or less complex, to take it out of one context and put 
it into another.  
 
That focus however is markedly different from that which this study is 
proposing with MCR. The central purpose of the MCR session is not to 
enhance or manipulate movement. It is to provide a door of perception into the 
initial creation of that movement in order to make it accessible at a later date. 
The difference is the broader method by which the Facilitator observes, 
interprets, intuits, and chooses from among a wider number of elements 
visible to a trained, engaged dancer concerning the creative process that he/she 
encounters. 
 
Dance is ‘shared’ with an immediate audience through performance, and with 
the academic research audience through practices and artefacts. Research 
engages intellectually with these elements to unravel finer points that are 
demanded by the researcher’s inquiry. Such engagement however, frequently 
takes place days or years after a dance performance; and then, it is usually 
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done by comparing artefacts that remain of the creative work, or by 
researching literature that was produced in relation to that work. This is not the 
same as practice as research. It is problematic to attempt to address the 
creative process itself, especially if it is attempted after a long, intervening 
span of time. Since choreographic practice involves improvisational, 
experimental self-participation as well as a constantly evolving creative 
assessment of the practice by the artist involved, the question arises as to how 
these elements can then be shared after the fact when, by their very nature, 
they are transitory, in-the-moment events, not meant for repetition. Dance 
artists such as those who are interested in real time recording and long-
distance, online transmission and sharing of improvised or choreographed 
dance events, address the question of shareability by electronically broadening 
the number of people who can have visual access to such activity (Knott 2001). 
Whether the experience of watching live performance of dance online is 
equivalent to seeing it live is an open question, since the very fact of recording 
such an event removes it in time from the creative process. However, such 
digital explorations for ways to embrace the problem of shareability hold 
promise for one day yielding knowledge that will be useful for addressing 
these questions. 
 
Shareability can involve multiple modalities of communication with many 
possibilities for the transmission of human knowledge and understanding. The 
MCR methodology depends heavily on clear communication between 
choreographer and Facilitator via many different channels, including 
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kinesthetic, verbal, aural, visual and tactile modalities. In like manner, 
research conducted in 2013, titled, Transmedia Knowledge Base for the 
Performing Arts Project (TKB) in Lisbon involved choreographers, linguists 
and software programmers who worked together to develop “a video annotator 
designed as a digital note-book for real time composition processes; and an 
archival platform towards an open and collaborative Knowledge-Base for the 
documentation of performing arts”. The video annotator was called “The 
Creation Tool,” and was “presented by Nuno Correia and Diogo Cabral, [as] 
an original video annotator that supports multimodal annotation to assist the 
compositional processes of choreographers, functioning as a digital notebook” 
(Fernandes 2013). The intent of the researchers was to develop a “rich 
interdisciplinary dialogue” regarding the ability of the video annotation tool to 
contribute to creative material in the performing arts, as well as its 
“documentation and transmission” (Michielon 2013).   
 
The project involved a wide range of researchers, such as Berta Bermudez, 
Scott DeLahunta, Carla Fernandez, Sue Hawksley, Rui Horta, Sally Jane 
Norman and Sarah Whatley. During the TKB project, Choreographer Stephan 
Jürgens worked directly with the TKB video annotation tool as another 
modality by which to explore his work and the potentialities of the tool.  
 
In a related way, video was also used in a number of the MCR sessions, not as 
an annotation tool, but as a device that provided an alternative pathway for 
choreographers to communicate to their Facilitators on a level that was 
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unavailable through other modalities. In this sense its use was related to the 
video annotation work conducted by the TKB researchers. By using electronic 
means, such as video, not as a primary form of communication, but rather as a 
another modality by which to understand choreography, (or in the case of 
MCR, to elicit moments of self-observation, and to intentionally induce gaps 
in the kinesthetic material remembered by the Facilitators), choreographers are 
able to clarify the choreographic process, and, by extension, the research 
process they are conducting.  
 
Brown and Sorenson write of the issue of shareability in relation to creative 
practice by arguing that such practice offers the ability to “disseminate 
information as recorded audio/visual media, as software and code, as printed 
musical score, in written research papers, as presentations to academic and 
trade conferences and, most importantly, in performance.” (Brown and 
Sorenson 2008: 161). Because of this, the authors feel that, “One of the great 
affordances of creative practice as a research method is the rich opportunity 
for public dissemination of information.” This level of shareability is 
demonstratively a beneficial aspect of such research, yet, all of the avenues for 
“disseminating information” that Brown and Sorenson mention are either 
artefacts that are results of the creative process or reflections and written work 
that were created after the initial creative process of the arts practitioner has 
taken place. Brown and Sorenson’s ability to write live computer code as 
music is being performed comes closer to addressing this issue, but even if the 
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music is improvisational it still may be more in relation to performance than to 
the creative process in music composition – or its correlate, choreography.  
 
If practice as research in the arts is done from an “immanent and performative 
perspective”; without a “division between subject and object”; without a 
separation between the researcher and the practice of art”; and with the 
“artistic practice itself as an essential component of both research process and 
the research results” (Borgdorff 2005), the issue of sharing does become 
problematic. A performance can be shared with an audience but practice, in 
the sense that is discussed in this thesis, is not the same as performance. In 
terms of choreography, performance is the result of practice as research but it 
is not equal to the creative process of the choreographic practice.  
 
The problem that arises from this is not just one of accessing the creative 
process as was discussed earlier, but it is also one of finding a way to record 
such results without affecting or damaging that process, in other words, the 
difficulty is not only how to access first-person creative processes, but to 
discover how those processes can be shared, and thus be open to research.  
 
A shared reenactment of creative material can entail many elements that have 
evolved from what they originally were. Closely related acts of interpretation 
and evaluation on the part of the observer drive this kind of evolution -- i.e. as 
a person tries to make sense of their surroundings, curiosity drives them to pay 
closer attention to the world and to linger on some particular feature that 
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suddenly seems to stick out as odd, or beautiful, or strangely hard to explain 
(Pelli 2005). 
 
That which is problematic about interpretation in this context can 
conceiveably be addressed to some degree by the level of training and 
experience a Facilitator has. Just as a dancer increases their kinesthetic 
awareness as they progress with their technical and performative dance 
training, so with increased exposure to the MCR situation, the Mimetic Recall 
Facilitator becomes much more attuned to the output of the dancer they are 
recording and thus much more aware of the choices they are making in their 
observation and capturing process. The role of the Facilitator could be seen as 
having some parallels to the role of a dramaturge  (Gross 2013), which in 
some sense it does, in that the Facilitator observes and records choreographic 
material and then makes it live at a future time through the way they reenact 
the material for the choreographer. The difference however rests mainly in the 
intentionality of their actions. Whereas a dramaturge conciously may 
manipulate historical material to make it more palatable or understandable to a 
contemporary audience, an MCR Facilitator approaches remembered 
movement in a slightly different way. Although the Facilitator is sensitive to 
the given context of an MCR reenactment and through gaps in their memory 
may reenact material differently than it was first learned, these alterations are 
not consciously performed.  
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In many MCR sessions, unintended alterations and mistakes have led to 
interesting discussions between choreographers and Facilitators in the attempt 
to understand the alterations or to come to some kind of agreement about them.  
As discussed earlier, such discussions and interaction can lead to new 
discoveries of knowledge and new perspectives on how to understand the 
MCR process. Facilitators in this way go beyond the traditional notion of a 
“recording medium” by being able to engage in both verbal and kinesthetic   
communication.  
 
This shared communication can be complicated however when it is taking 
place within widely different environments. As Stock has pointed out, if 
academia needs to agree on “some common qualitative measures” for the 
evaluation of art in both academic and industry environments such common 
ground is difficult to find (Stock 2010). Taking this a step further, the 
problematic nature of shareability in relation to practice as research in the arts 
becomes a meaningless concern if the viability of the art artefact as a form of 
knowledge is called into question (Scrivener 2002) or further, if art itself is 
seen as being outside the realm of research (Geczy 2009). For Geczy, art risks 
losing its soul if it continues to call art practice, “research” (e.g. in the hope of 
being accepted by the academy). In his article “Art is Not Research” Geczy 
asks how art can achieve parity with traditional, scientific methods of research 
yet still remain true to its essential nature.  
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Moreover, it is easier to say that art works exert change, but it is often 
impossible to locate how. Art’s “impact” can be with a crash or a 
shudder or a whisper; the memory of a work of art may sneak up on 
someone many years after that work of art was seen or experienced. 
Art is doubtlessly a search for something, but to push that point too far 
is certainly banal. To call it research is a falsification that 
philosophically, politically and ethically clips its wings. It denudes it of 
art’s threatening potential and removes its power to seduce, to cajole, 
to offend and to comfort (Geczy 2009). 
 
 
6.3  Tranmissibility 
 
Shareability subsumes the idea of transmissibility. To transmit something, 
according to the OED is to “to cause (a thing) to pass, go, or be conveyed to 
another person, place, or thing; to send across an intervening space; to convey, 
transfer” (OED 2015c). Transmissible means “capable of being transmitted” 
(OED 2015d). So if one assumes that a particular form of knowledge is 
capable of being transmitted in some way, then it is possible for it to be shared. 
Conversely, if it cannot be transmitted it is not shareable, for how can one 
share knowledge that has not been “conveyed or sent across the intervening 
space”?  Two people can both experience and know the same knowledge but 
that doesn’t mean they are “sharing” it, other than in the sense that they both 
have experienced a similar event. To “pass” or “convey” suggests that there is 
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some sense of movement between two people, not necessarily in the sense of 
physical movement but rather in the sense of transference – which could 
suggest an entire range of possible “movements” – from physical to 
conceptual. This also suggests that to understand transmissibility as an event, 
one would need not only to understand the nature of transmission, but also the 
nature of what was being transmitted.   
In dance, transmissibility, and thus sharing, happens in a number of possible 
ways. There are those forms of dance that speak most strongly through 
external form. Classical ballet and other classical court dances such as 
Balinese temple dance and Japanese Noh Theatre, use highly stylized 
movement to convey and reinforce both descriptive and normative ideas of 
their cultures. For these styles, the shape, geometric line and juxtaposition of 
movement convey meaning through a lexicon of visual imagery, refined over 
relatively extended periods of time, in order to transmit desired knowledge to 
their viewers. On the other end of the spectrum that spans the ability of dance 
to transmit knowledge are styles of dance that work, not from an external, 
visually-motivated aesthetic, but rather from a felt, internal one emanating 
from the performer’s deep sense of inner connection and flow. Internally 
motivated dance forms such as Contact Improvisation and Japanese Butoh 
approach dance in this way. In like manner, martial arts, such as Chinese 
taijiquan or Japanese Aikido, work from similar premises, in that the 
motivating force behind their movement is not externally driven, but rather 
stems from the coordination of internal elements. In a taijiquan treatise 
attributed to the 19th century practitioner Wu Yuxian (or alternately to Wang 
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Zongyue) (Scheele 2015) this internal motivation is described in the following 
manner, “ 
 
The xin [mind-and-heart] mobilizes the qi [vital life energy]. 
Make the qi sink calmly.  
Then the qi gathers and permeates the bones. 
The qi mobilizes the body.  
Make it move smoothly, so that it may easily follow the xin. 
The I [mind-intention] and qi must interchange agilely… (Scheele 
2015). 
 
Although taiji is traditionally taught through mimesis, the essential nature and 
feeling of the art form cannot be understood by the simple parroting of an 
instructor’s movements. Both taiji and Aikido take years of experiential solo 
work and the proxemics of tactilely oriented partnered sensitivity exercises, 
including sparring, are necessary to internalize the outer form and reach an 
understanding of the martial art. 
 
It is not necessarily true however that when movement is taught the teaching 
method is always dependent on the underlying form that is being taught. Ballet 
is based on an externally oriented visual aesthetic concerned with the highly 
stylized geometric lines of the performer. However this does not mean that as 
a practiced art ballet is only externally motivated. The advanced ballet dancer 
achieves the beauty of his/her performance using the external technique but 
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motivating and informing it from within. Methods of teaching forms with 
externalized, visual aesthetics can vary widely. Ballet, for example, is 
frequently taught by having students mimic its external form – by having them 
learn the basic mechanics and techniques involved by following the lead of the 
teacher in doing plies, battement tendus, grand battements and other 
techniques of the art form. But this is not the only method by which the art 
form can be taught. The well-known, New York ballet teacher, David Howard, 
who taught in New York from 1977 – 1995, taught from a kinesthetic base 
rather than an externally-oriented one, in which he focused on internal 
motivation for movement. His formulation of the proper way to teach ballet 
was that, “Out of the feeling comes the form. … Ninety percent of the time 
students are taught the form first. And then they’re expected, through some act 
of God, to get the feeling” (Fox 2013).  
 
Other forms of dance however are fundamentally based on internal 
motivations which are not readily transmissible through imitation since the 
forms are predicated on felt, internalized sensation rather than externally 
visible form. Contact improvisation, first developed by Steve Paxton in the 
1970’s (Paxton 2008) took cues from Chinese martial arts and Japanese 
Aikido which both rely on highly sensitive tactile information in order to react 
and blend with the force and energy of an opponent. Contact Improvisation 
applied the same premises to full bodied exploration in dance, using the point 
of contact and shift and support of weight as central ideas. Contact 
improvisation is not passed on to students through the teaching of a form – but 
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rather through essentialized experiential partnering - interacting spontaneously 
with another person’s weight, force and instigation of movement.  
 
In like manner, Butoh, the “dance of darkness” founded by Tatsumi Hijikata in 
Japan in 1959, was a new form of dance that Hijikata described as being “far 
removed from conventions and techniques ... it is the unveiling of the inner 
life" (DeNatale 2015). Because of its deeply internalized form, Butoh is also 
not transmissible by learning an externalized form. Learning the art form has 
nothing to do with external form. The external look of the dance form is 
derived from the expression of the depth of the interior and not from visual 
elements at the surface level of the body.  
 
Dancers who embody very personal, dramatic, or poetic movement 
sensibilities in their approach to performance are not always able to teach their 
dance styles through methods that only call for the mimicry of outer form. 
Isadora Duncan, the early 20th century modern dancer, wrote, “My art is just 
an effort to express the truth of my Being in gesture and movement. It has 
taken me long years to find even one absolutely true movement” (Duncan 
1927: 8). Although Duncan had many students in her lifetime, and she taught 
them techniques for performing, she never passed down a codified Duncan 
technique. The “technique” that was done in her name was one closely allied 
with natural, expressive movement and the ineffability of her own personal, 
poetic performance style.  
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Dramatic dance that is motivated mostly from the emotions or dance forms 
like Contact Improvisation, which depend on experiencing the feeling of 
weight rather than external form are not conducive to being passed down 
through acts of imitation. They must be learned through other internalized 
channels, such as kinesthesia or touch.  In relation to MCR, Facilitators use 
both ends of this learning spectrum in interacting with the choreographer. 
Facilitators use imitation to learn external elements of the choreographer’s 
movement as one learning modality, yet they also must utilize inner 
approaches that are not dependent on looking at external form. The Facilitator 
takes close account of a more complete context, including those things 
expressed by the choreographer through emotional, verbal, kinesthetic and 
tactile channels. He/she comes to the MCR session with prior knowledge and 
understanding – and as information passes between the choreographer and the 
Facilitator this prior knowledge comes to bear. When the choreographer’s 
work is later reenacted the choreographer sees both the external look of what 
was shared with the Facilitator, and also the movement as it is understood by 
the Facilitator in view of his prior understanding, expertise and internalization 
of the process.  
 
 
6.4  Reenactment 
 
Within the MCR context, the Facilitator uses close observation to gather 
material for later reenactment and recall. The Facilitator mentally and 
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kinesthetically captures what is observed so that those observations may later 
be used to facilitate the choreographer’s attempts to recall the creative process. 
Through this process, reenactment becomes not only an attempt at a faithful 
recreation of the original dance, but rather a more complete embrace of the 
original choreographic process as a whole. 
 
Reenactment, in this sense, implies the existence of an historical artefact that 
acts as the progenitor for its contemporary resurrection and reenactment. On 
the surface such an act appears straightforward; something that once existed is 
remembered and remade in the present. Yet, problems immediately present 
themselves with this formulation. Franko addresses this by arguing that for the 
very reason the artefact is historical, to attempt to summon the past with the 
materials of the present is to engage not in reconstruction but in a form of 
hybrid creation (Franko 1989). Contemporary artists, when they engage with 
works of the past do so from an inherently temporal, spatial, cognitive, 
cultural distance even if the intent is to stay as true to the original as possible. 
 
In like manner, Pearson and Shanks (2001) view reenactment as closely 
related to archaeological practice in that such practice “indicates not only 
ways in which we might work with the remains of past performance, creating 
contemporary meaning in the present, it also enables us to think provocatively 
about the ways in which we might create the documents of current work” 
(2001). This suggests that new material can be gleaned from engaging with the 
past. Pearson and Shanks suggest that  a performed event can be documented 
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not only through working with what remains of the past by “creating 
contemporary meaning in the present” but also by finding new interpretations 
of that past through the “fragmentary, partial” nature of the archaeological 
performance “document” that exists (2001). The idea that incomplete 
information can “encourage interpretation” is similar to Franko’s idea of 
“theory” transplanted to the present through reenactment. This approach 
avoids the possible superficiality of simply reenacting the outer trappings of a 
past event. The idea of gleaning new meaning from the “fragmentary, partial” 
account of a performance event will be discussed in greater detail in the 
following section.  
 
 
Those that are cognizant of such dislocations when they are conducting 
historical reconstructions have also at times chosen to purposefully distance 
themselves from the artefact, thus consciously avoiding the attempt to produce 
an exact simulation. They do so in order to allow room to investigate the 
original context of a piece rather than its exact retelling. The concept of an 
original artwork presupposes a particular period in which it existed and an 
aesthetic which differentiated it from other artistic works of its time. By 
reinventing artwork from a broad, past context, contemporary historicists may 
more closely relive a past work than those working for an exact simulation of 
the original. In Franko’s words, such an approach is the finding of the “new in 
the old” by living in the theoretical framework of the piece rather than its 
exoskeleton (Franko 1989). 
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To arrive at the theoretical in reinvention one must consider, and deconstruct 
the entire context in which an artefact was situated. To do so involves delving 
into what is missing in the present, so that the missing element becomes theory 
(Franko 1989; Lepecki 2012; De Laet 2014) in that it informs and feeds the 
reinvention of the work. In this sense, the reconstruction of the work 
enlightens it and brings to life that which made it possible in the first place. 
Even if the outer skin of the resurrected piece does not closely resemble the 
original, they both fundamentally inhabit the same cognitive, aesthetic, 
philosophic space. By engaging with theory in this sense, the historical 
choreographer unearths choreographic creativity out of the interstices of 
missing material. Artefactual sources are thus seen anew, with deeper 
understanding of the time, place and ideas that inhabited them. This approach, 
intended as reinvention of original material, is radical in nature. Franko best 
expresses this by stating, “Reinvention sacrifices the re-production of a work 
to the replication of its most powerful intended effects,” which becomes the 
crux of his entire argument (Franko 1989). 
 
Arriving at the replication of a work’s “most powerful intended effects” 
implicates incomplete memory formation as a causative factor. Participants in 
the MCR experiments evinced particular observational inclinations that 
produced such incompleteness.  One of the most common of these was the 
tendency of Facilitators to selectively choose the subject of their focus, with 
the choice being notably different from person to person. By selectively 
focusing on one particular aspect over another, Facilitators necessarily left out 
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aspects of the whole. In a significant finding for this study however, as the 
same material was reenacted during subsequent MCR sessions, it was 
frequently those areas that had been selectively omitted that led to increased 
levels of reinvention. Such omissions also drew the most attention from the 
choreographer for whom the work had been reenacted. As one of the dancers 
that participated in the MCR2 sessions on 22 September 2013 observed:  
 
#2: She was approaching, learning the movement in a different way 
than I had intended in my choreography… It forced me actually, to go 
back to recalling the detail, the detail quality that I was thinking of 
when I was making up the movement. 
 
 
LASALLE College of the Arts dancers working during the MCR process (2013). Photo credit: 
John Mead. 
 
Reinvention, in this sense, is both critical and disruptive, it is a comment on 
cultural and philosophic contexts at the same time it disrupts historically 
accepted ways of viewing and understanding dance. By deconstructing and 
A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING  







then looking at historical dance from the aspect of theory and context, history 
itself is reconsidered, and dance is repositioned accordingly in the present 
context. This raises questions of how then one understands, passes on, 
preserves and catalogues history, which also is in the realm of what 
choreographers do. It is conceivable then that repositioning dance in this way 
may become problematic by creating such a varied landscape of interpretive 
reinventions that the source of those reinventions is lost rather than more 
deeply understood. 
 
However, in the context of MCR, this has not appeared to be so much the 
issue since the aim of the MCR process is to enable a choreographer to revisit 
earlier creative thought and the resulting process, not to simply reconstruct a 
particular piece of choreography. The intent of MCR is not classically 
historical in nature, it is reflective and procreative. 
 
In working to capitalize on this aspect of MCR, multiple Facilitators were 
employed at times to increase the likelihood that varied versions would be 
produced which in turn would offer more avenues by which to regain access to 
past memories. By embracing the “replication of its most powerful intended 
effects” multiple observers, each recreating an artefact in different ways, 
would nonetheless be recreating work that is interconnected, even similar in 
other ways since it is work that expresses theory and context, and thus 
expresses a common denominator in otherwise disparate visions of the past. 
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Franko’s work resonates with the MCR process in that the Facilitator in an 
MCR session is also involved in an historical recreation of a sort – it is just 
done in a compressed period of time in comparison with the process an 
historicist undertakes when recreating a work from centuries ago. In both 
cases however, the principle is the same: immediately after a dance 
practitioner’s original creation, a distance begins to grow between what was 
created and what is recalled.  
 
Perceptual, temporal, spatial and emotional elements affect the objectivity by 
which the Facilitator can reproduce what he/she has observed. The 
reenactment of the piece for the choreographer therefore to some extent 
becomes one of subjective reinvention. There is a danger in this subjectivity 
for it can lead the choreographer away from his/her actual choreographic 
intentions – yet, it also can provide the distanced space in which new 
understandings can flourish and forgotten memories can be elicited. 
 
 
6.5  Distance and Incompleteness 
 
This distance is addressed from another angle in the question Wing proposes 
in his work with deLahunta, concerning the “frames of reference in which 
dance movements are controlled” (2004a, deLahunta 2004b) 
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Their work introduces the concept of disrupted or incomplete information used 
to further understand a concept. In particular, Wing asked how selected 
disruptions or perturbations might help to test these frames of reference. Using 
optical motion capture system, he introduced various impediments to the work, 
such as “performing with the eyes closed, [focusing on] on different parts of 
the body, dancing at different speeds and  [moving] in reverse and with 
mirrored and rotated reference points”. DeLahunta suggests that an analysis of 
the data they collected indicated some possible benefits such as “an increase in 
the scientific understanding of how movement is planned and executed, to 
offering an improved or enhanced understanding of how to encourage artistic 
variability of movement and expand movement vocabularies” (2004b). 
 
Wing’s “disruptions or perturbations” are intentional acts that speak to the 
idea that meaning may be reconstructed from that which is not captured in any 
observation or historical reenactment of an event. The temporal, spatial, and 
cognitive “distances” that exist between historical and reenacted versions of 
choreographed work (Franko 1989; Lepecki 2012), are due to the fact that 
“gaps” exist in what is known about historical work, whether that work took 
place an hour ago or a century ago. Rather than discounting such gaps as 
representing lost information, the MCR approach is to intentionally make use 
of this distance as a productive space for the creation of new meaning, which 
instead of being directed toward an audience, is recursively channeled back to 
the choreographer as part of his/her broader, on-going, reenactment-inspired, 
creative process.  In this way, in addition to being a method for addressing the 
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problem of conducting practice and research within the same temporal space, 
MCR becomes a richly-layered generator of both discovered and new meaning 
and an innovative avenue by which choreographers can learn from and 
understand their own work in creative, original ways. As one of the MCR2 
participants observed: 
#3: We had to [reconstruct the piece] a week after, so the memory was 
quite far in the past. We had to base it on a fragmented memory of 
what the piece that our friend choreographed would be like. Also we 
were not there to witness the actual choreography, so when we 
reconstructed the piece, we had to fill in the missing parts of what we 
couldn’t see, and also of what we couldn’t remember. 
 
It is this distance that affords a kind of opening for understanding as well as a 
pathway for the acquisition of new knowledge by providing the arts 
practitioner with a space in which to view the work from new perspectives 
(Barba 2012, Franko 2012, Lepecki 2012). It is in this way that new space for 
creativity can be realized in the MCR2 experiment.  
 
During the MCR1 sessions, there were many instances in which the 
Facilitators were only able to provide incomplete information when they 
reenacted a particular choreographer’s material. At first this was due to 
accidental events such as selective focus during observations, forgetfulness or 
lack of time to observe an entire creative process.  Counterintuitively, these 
gapped versions of reenactments frequently also prompted choreographers to 
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recall aspects of their work or creative processes (Franko 2012). The fact the 
gaps existed became an impetus for the choreographer to remember the very 
aspects that were left out by the Facilitator. One possible explanation of this is 
known in psychology as the Zeigarnik effect, which is the tendency for people 
to remember uncompleted or interrupted tasks better than those that are 
completed (Zeigarnik 2013). This inclination is theorized to be due to a 
psychological tension that arises out of the strong desire to see a task through 
to completion (Lewin 1997). Further support for this idea came from a 
subsequent study by Schiffman and Greist-Bousquet (Schiffman and Greist-
Bousquet 1992) which revealed that the “interruption of a task lengthens the 
perceived duration of the portion of the task completed”.  The concept of the 
Zeigarnik effect adds insight into some of the success achieved in the MCR 
experiments entailing information retrieval from incomplete memories of 
choreographic material. In other words, the choreographer's desire to complete 
missing elements of reenacted work has driven not only recollection but also 
creativity. 
 
In this study, this has led to the creation of methods that intentionally create a 
higher incidence of gapping in movement garnered through observation, 
which in turn might lead to better recall by the choreographers. The aim was 
to stimulate the memory of choreographers in recalling their own internal 
creative processes. In this regard, a series of experimental methods was 
developed for the MCR2 sessions that purposefully made the observations 
more difficult to perform.  
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The concept of gap creation can be considered from a number of possible 
perspectives, including time, memory, historical otherness, information loss, 
and intentional rewriting. Of these, the primary focus of this thesis is on 
historical otherness, and memory, due to the centrality of their influence on 
meaning production in relation to incomplete historical information in 
reenactment. These two fundamental concepts proved to be particularly 
germane for understanding the specific work conducted with the Mimetically-
cued Recall methodology. 
 
 
6.6  Historical Other 
 
A choreographer in some fashion, either through didactic or mimetic means, 
transfers the knowledge that resides in his/her body to the body of another. 
This is the kinesthetic, proprioceptive equivalent of translation, the recoding 
and remapping of movement information from one body’s movement 
language to that of another. The process entails an unavoidable loss of 
information however, since kinesthetic language differs not only from one 
large group to another, but from each individual person to each other 
individual person. It is a language at once subtler and more difficult to define 
than spoken language, even with all its linguistic complexities. This accounts 
for the beauty of human movement, with the human body as a vehicle for non-
verbal communication, yet at the same time it presents a significant problem 
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for the transmission, translation and re-creation of knowledge and meaning. 
The private, idiosyncratic world of the dance creator is in many ways 
inaccessible to those that look on from an exterior perspective. Yet, when a 
dancer learns choreography, they learn it by either listening to or watching a 
choreographer attempt to pass on their embodied experience through verbal or 
kinesthetic means. Subsequently, when a dancer then mimetically recreates, 
reinvents or reenacts this knowledge, with the intention of performing a 
closely similar version of the original choreography, it is done within an 
altered context, and with movement sensibilities that have changed with the 
passage of time. 
 
The transference of information and retelling of choreographed events 
originally taking place within a creative process yet subsequently being 
reenacted with the intention of re-assessing the same creative process at a later 
date is made possible by this close interaction of two human beings. This 
interaction entails an embrace of the temporal, existential distance that exists 
between people – of the sense of “otherness” that one encounters when 
attempting to observe, understand or communicate with someone that stands 
in an external relationship to the self.    
 
This distance is also evident in the memory differential that exists between the 
original moment in which the combined choreographer/Facilitator interaction 
took place and its later reenacted manifestation. Even though the same people 
are involved at earlier and later points in the MCR process, their individual 
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memories do not remain static. Through Bergsonian duration (Bergson 1889), 
those memories evolve as newly formed versions of a chronological genesis. 
On an historical time continuum, they therefore hold new meanings which 
temporally coexist with earlier versions, and thus with their historical “other.”   
 
What the MCR1 experiments indicated is that this distance which exists 
between practitioners, observers and their memories, rather than being a 
detriment to the process, produces a space in which new meaning and creative 
energy can be generated. This space, just like that created by gapping, 
provides a place for the choreographer to relive and rethink his/her 
choreographic process, thus enabling research to take place within the practice. 
This speaks to the core problem delineated at the outset of this experimental 
process.  
 
Distancing, in general terms, suggests a distance from something; a person, a 
time period, an object: in other words, from an historical other. In an MCR 
session, the choreographer and Facilitator confront this otherness as they work 
to span the distance between an original creation, and its later reenactment 
along with the recall of the original creative thought process. During this 
process, even though conceptual and proprioceptive information of the 
choreographic act, (e.g. choreographic ideas and kinesthetic qualities), are 
passed from choreographer to observer for reproduction in the present, the 
flesh and blood body that produced those ideas, and the context of the moment 
in which they were made, cannot be transmitted; for the body as it was in that 
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moment, and the context of the moment, are fundamentally rooted in time. 
Comments from participant interviews and discussions that were conducted 
touched on this idea of historical otherness in various ways:  
 
#3: When I had to learn the movement from a choreographer by 
watching him/her, I tried to bridge the physical distance by assuming 
what the choreographer would have liked his/her movement to be like 
through what I know of that person. Or I would imagine how the 
choreographer would have performed the movement. These strategies 
allow me to bridge the physical distance between myself and the 
choreographer, to clarify the intentions, expressive qualities and 
technical details of the movement. 
 
It is in relation to this idea of the “other,” that de Laet discusses Berlin-based 
choreographer Martin Nachbar’s explanation of how he placed his 
“contemporary body into dialogue with an historical other” during his 
reenactment of work performed in the 1960’s by the German choreographer, 
Dore Hoyer (De Laet 2014). For Nachbar this sense of otherness was a 
profound part of the process of reconstructing Hoyer’s work (2008). However, 
it is his subsequent observations that contain even deeper relevance to this 
current work with MCR. 
 
Nachbar argues that once one interrupts historic information which is passed 
down from dancer to dancer or through recording sources such as video or 
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notation methods, that a “jump is needed; namely into a specific zone of the 
past” (Nachbar 2009). Alluding to Bergson’s often referenced concept of 
“images” Nachbar draws a parallel to his own work in reenacting past 
choreography. Bergson posits that these images indicate, through intuition, 
what are otherwise inexpressible “durations,” such as that of the inner nature 
of man (Bergson 1889). Nachbar expands on this idea, by seeing the past and 
present as coexisting in a continuum of time “in various states of contraction 
and actualization”. He argues that when he remembers something he doesn’t 
just retrieve it from the past, since “the past of the remembered movement 
coexists with the present of its performance and in and through the present 
bodies.” His interest is in the “similarities of that which remains over time” 
(Nachbar 2009). 
 
The idea that previous memory coexists with present memory provides an 
avenue for understanding practice as research. It is a concept that is replicated 
in the recursive MCR process of creation-observance-reenactment-creation. 
This idea of time, as being a space-like duration and not a series of discrete 
events, speaks to the initial goals of this research in that if one wants to access 
the creative process as being research, to approach time as a continuum 
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6.7  Memory 
 
Mimetically-cued Recall makes use of the durational nature of memory in a 
proactive way. As discussed earlier, it does so by using particular remembered 
events in order to allow after the fact access to the creative process for self-
reflexive research to still take place. This process circumvents the problems 
that arise if self-research and self-observation are attempted simultaneously 
while the original creative act is taking place. As this present research has 
indicated, such attempts at concurrent creation and self-observation disturb the 
creative process. Comments from the participants address this viewpoint: 
 
#8 to PI: Oh, when I try to observe myself I find that I’m like too 
conscious about what I’m doing…  
 
#10 to PI: I just find it really hard to observe myself. And, I think it... 
for me, it will take time for... like if I'm doing a certain movement if I 
need to like begin to think oh what did I just... how did I come up with 
that movement? I have to just stop and sit and actually think.  
 
Using memory to circumvent this problem may appear to be counterintuitive 
since the MCR method was originally conceived as a means by which to 
access first person creative thought as it is occurring, rather than as an artefact 
of later memory. However, the difficulty of such access has steered this study 
to use memory as an alternate route to the ephemerality of the creative process. 
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Memory in this context is viewed as being comprised not solely of recalled 
aspects of past events but also as a layering process in which the present 
context, both cognitively and physically affects the contents of remembered 
acts. Crowther (1997) argues that memory is not “ready-made”, but rather an 
interplay between knowledge of past events and the use of the human 
imagination as it recreates those events in the present. This causes the 
remembered event to gain new meaning and nuance in relation to the entire 
context of a person’s experience. This in turn is reciprocal since the memory 
also influences the present whole into which it has entered (1997). Walter 
Benjamin in his 1923 book, The Translator’s Task, echoes this view in the 
related field of language translation, by arguing that the attempt to realize an 
exact recreation of an original language artefact is in effect misguided and 
unattainable since language itself changes over time, with original context 
forever lost to the past and therefore inherently different from the context of 
the present. A translation relates to the original language yet imbues it with 
poetic new meaning and understanding in the present (Benjamin 1923). 
 
In an MCR session, it is memory that is the linking mechanism between the 
initial creative process of the choreographer, its subsequent transference to the 
Facilitator through observation and mimesis, and its final reenactment through 
individual recall in order to elicit memory from the choreographer. This long 
chain of memory creation and retrieval, just as in the transcreative process, 
allows for a potentially infinite number of workable versions. It is the space 
A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING  







between these versions, either in the multiplicity of their presence or the 
vacuum of their absence, which creates space: for the attempt to retrieve lost 
material, for the production and discovery of new meaning, and for deeper 
understanding of the original work. It is in this way that the MCR process 
recursively becomes a rich choreographic tool for the choreographer to 
understand his/her own creative process and to discover and create new 
material. Participant discussions conducted during the MCR process provided 
evidence in this regard, for example: 
 
 #1: [His recreation of the movement] is pretty accurate. Except for 
some of the movement, I was doing it on the low level on the floor, but 
I can see how he (#6) is actually reading it through the image. So, his 
doing of the movement in a different level reminded me again, 
reinforced my memory, where I actually did the movement and the 
speed of it. 
 
#3: When I was watching #2 and #4, they really brought out – brought 
it back – brought it to life, which I felt that as I’m choreographing, 
there’s no mirrors and nothing for me to see -- what I feel may not be 
translated to how it will look like; and watching them actually, like, 
reaffirms that, like – it’s going somewhere. Like, it’s not movement for 
movements’ sake. I could see the intentions and accents in the 
movements. 
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An example of the theoretical constructive nature of memory is the often cited 
psychology experiment in which subjects constructed differing memories of 
an automobile crash according to the kind of verb that was used in questions 
proposed to them about the wreck (Loftus and Palmer 1974). Memory, when 
seen in this light, gains an active, creative aspect in that it produces newly 
constructed recollections from a combination of past remembrance with a 
myriad of encountered influences that occur from the moment the original 
memory first formed. Since the mental storage of countless incidences of 
discrete data would be an overwhelmingly difficult mental task, the memory 
works by only storing the data that is then later used “to generate an image or 
word or scene from our past. Each time we remember something, we are 
producing a fresh construction” (Dewey 2007). Distributive memory models 
“scrutinize the essentially performative interaction between a range of 
constitutive factors” (De Laet 2014). Memory in this way becomes an integral 
component of the knowledge acquisition and meaning creation process. 
 
#4 - 27 October, 2013: Actually it was because I somehow knew, like, I 
don’t know if I have perfect memory but I feel like I know that #5 
somehow didn’t really remember it or she will not really remember it 
fully, it makes me also want to remember it, or really remember it as 
well so that I myself am really clear of what I’m doing so that even if 
she doesn’t really remember it, I know what I’m doing. 
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#2: Yeah, the memory part. I don’t know if it’s for better or worse, but 
it works in a very unique way in the sense that because we have to 
learn it so fast – I had to abstract the essence of the movement and try 
to really observe – 
 
If contemporary theories about connectivist or distributed conceptions of 
memory are correct, they allow a myriad of openings for incomplete or 
divergent choreographic reenactments due to the wide possible range of 
constructed memories that are possible. In the MCR experiments however, 
these seeming detriments to the process of kinesthetic transference and 
translation provide instead certain openings that create a rich landscape from 
which to understand movement.   
 
The initial impetus to create the MCR method and to devise a series of 
experiments to better understand that method as a choreographic tool grew 
from the fact that Mimetically-cued recall is most fundamentally located 
within the broader context of memory. The MCR Facilitator observes the 
choreographer's process and subsequently stores that observance in their 
memory for later retrieval. The choreographer then uses information provided 
by the remembered and reenacted movement of the Facilitator in order to jog 
his/her own memory of the creative process. In addition, the purpose of the 
Facilitator's reenactment is not only to elicit the choreographer's memory of 
his/her creative process, but also to bring the past creative process in to the 
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present so that it can become accessible to research. Memory therefore is the 
essential ground in which MCR operates in its quest to research the present. 
 
This chapter has brought the discussion of MCR as a research approach to 
dance full circle – from the empirical study of its role in the creative practice, 
to its connection to theory about research as practice in dance.    
 
The following chapter will summarize the contributions made during the 








The contribution of this present research to science and existing knowledge is 
twofold: the development of a new research-based method (MCR) with which 
performance-based artists can revisit and analyze first-person creative work 
and thus better understand Practice as Research; and the introduction of a new 
research-based tool by which choreographers can create new choreographic 
work.  
 
The MCR method can be used by practicing choreographers to perform 
Practice as Research, with the resulting knowledge being useful to dance 
researchers, educators, choreographers, historians, academics, theorists, 
philosophers and creative practitioners who may be conducting dance-related 
research. This in turn, can lead to new dance research, pedagogic and creative 
methodologies. 
 
Keeping both the potential strengths and weaknesses of MCR in mind, this 
study of the MCR research process has led to the following discoveries about 
how MCR contributes to the creative process and to accessing memories of 
that process: 
 
1. The research process itself augments the commitment of the Facilitator 
to remember and focus on detail while observing and learning the 
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practitioner’s movement since they know they must “replay” it at a 
later date under the scrutiny of the practitioner. The choreographer, by 
gaining interactive access to the perceptions of the Facilitator in a 
formalized setting, is able to analyze and reflect on their own 
movement in kinesthetic ways that were not available to them through 
self-reflection alone, or through electronic media such as video.  
 
2. Knowledge from an MCR session is garnered from a multiplicity of 
different possible points. Facilitators gather new information from 
observing and learning the choreographer's movement while 
choreographers learn both from the creative process itself, i.e. from the 
reiteration of movement and process that leads to a gradual formation 
of the creative idea/product. Facilitators also gain new insights later in 
the MCR process when the choreographer interacts with them as the 
Facilitator(s) perform the reenacted choreography. The choreographer 
in turn gains new insight and information through the iterative process 
of interaction and feedback they engage in with the Facilitator(s) 
during the MCR session. Unexpected new information arises out of the 
gaps that exist in incomplete movement and time and new 
choreographic discoveries are made that grow out of the use of MCR, 
which also serves as a tool for choreographic creation. Finally, those 
that are viewing or researching theories related to MCR from a 3rd-
person, external point of view, also gain new knowledge of Practice as 
Research as it takes place in real-time through MCR.  The entire MCR 
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methodology is a recursive, Practice as Research event in which the 
communication that exists between choreographer and Facilitator leads 
to a compounding of knowledge, in a kind of expanding spiral of 
understanding, both about how it works and what can be gleaned from 
it.  
 
3. Facilitators became better and more detailed observers and 
choreographers became more interactively involved with the 
Facilitators once they understood the potential for recalling important 
facets of their creative process.  
 
4. The MCR research process allows the practitioner to “step outside” 
their own body in a sense, since they are able to observe another 
human body perform their own movement. This is different than a 
choreographer simply looking with a choreographic “eye” at a dancer 
who is learning their movement for performance, in that the entire 
focus and intension of the research is different. The MCR focus is on 
the “capturing” and “replay” of the movement with the primary 
intention being to enable the practitioner to re-live and remember what 
he/she was originally thinking or feeling while involved in the act of 
creation. So rather than simply reacting to the sight of a dancer from an 
exterior, aesthetic point of view, MCR allows a choreographer to re-
engage with their own movement in such a way as to get a recursive 
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understanding of their own process and intention rather than merely an 
understanding of the movement or visual aesthetic of the choreography.  
This speaks to the discussion earlier in Chapter 6 of the non-
transmissibility of dance forms in general through merely externalized 
emulation or mimicry. Dance, in almost any form, demands a much 
closer, felt, experienced engagement by the learner.   
 
The findings of this present study of the MCR research method suggest that its 
primary contribution is as a research-inspired methodology for the creative 
practice of dance choreography; one which can bring valuable insight to 
practitioners in the development of specific performance pieces. In addition, 
the contribution that MCR makes to research is as an approach probing both 
the creative process of choreography and the nature of artistic reflection. 
    
 
7.1  Best Practices 
 
Over the course of this study, through the experiments as well as the feedback 
from the dancers, several “best practices” were discovered that facilitate the 
MCR process by helping to create optimal working conditions for 
Mimetically-cued Recall to take place. These will prove useful for those 
interested in pursuing further study of the method.  
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1. Use advanced dancers as the Facilitators. The use of those with more 
evolved knowledge of their bodies and finer kinesthetic sensibilities 
increases the quality of recall. 
 
2. Conduct MCR in a focused working environment with little outside 
distraction, either visual or aural, for both the creator/practitioner and 
his/her related Facilitator. In these experiments, the environment for 
the MCR1 rehearsals was a college campus dance studio in close 
proximity to other students, noise and classrooms, while the MCR2 
sessions were held in a secluded, private dance studio that was situated 
in a wooded area, completely isolated and quiet. Since there were 
fewer external distractions in the secluded location, the MCR2 classes 
were consistently more focused in character. The MCR recall session 
space should be dedicated solely to the MCR session, since distracting 
elements tend to break the concentration of both the practitioner, and 
the Facilitator and makes them forget their line of thought, or lose the 
memory they were trying to recall.  
 
3. Use multiple Facilitators to increase the possible number of 
interactions between the choreographer and the Facilitators. This 
provides more possibilities for the choreographer to position and 
question the Facilitators in relation to each other and thus more 
opportunity to recall creative processes through watching the re-
enacted work. This was tested empirically by first using two 
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Facilitators in the later stages of the MCR1 sessions and subsequently 
using as many as four Facilitators at a time during the MCR2 sessions.  
 
4. Employ an indirect method to induce gaps in the observed material. 
This is useful for creating unintentionally incomplete material for the 
exploration of the concept of “distance” discussed earlier in this paper. 
The intention of the MCR experiments was to create a natural process 
in which gapping would occur, rather than arbitrarily subtracting 
material from the recordings to create synthetic gaps. For example, to 
arrive at one particular re-creation that was conducted; four of the 
dancers had been instructed only to make a video recording of the 
choreographer as he created his work. In so doing, they were not 
consciously trying to remember his movement since they were focused 
on the creative aspects of filmmaking. Later however, the dancers were 
asked to recreate the choreographer’s solo from memory alone, even 
though their actual memory of it was completely fragmented due to 
their focus on creating the video. The final recreated version therefore 
had many gaps and inaccuracies in it and was at best a rough 
approximation of the actual choreography. These gaps occurred 
naturally as an outgrowth of the video process.  
 
5. Conduct MCR without mirrors. This helps the Facilitator internalize 
and focus on what the choreographer is doing since the Facilitator is 
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less likely to become distracted by the mirror, or by the fact that the 
mirror reverses the image.  
 
6. Use high-quality, detailed explanations of the MCR process when first 
instructing both the choreographer and the Facilitator. This has an 
observable impact on the quality of the overall MCR experience. In 
these experiments, when subjects were reminded that the MCR session 
was meant to cue recall of specific thoughts or intentions the 
choreographer had during the choreographic process and that it was not 
merely a showing, or standard performance of the choreography 
(which was a tendency that was repeatedly observed), the quality and 
depth of the MCR sessions showed improvement.  
 
7. Begin all MCR sessions with a 15-30 minute warm-up period – either 
conducted by a dance instructor or by the participants themselves. In 
all the experiments it became evident that both the 
dancer/choreographer and the Facilitator were much more in tune with 
the entire MCR process when their bodies were also fully warmed-up 
and prepared to work. The nature of this warm up is important to 
consider since it was one factor that affected the quality of the 
subsequent work. Sessions that had very little or no warm-up period 
took a decidedly longer time to energize the dancers, who also 
appeared to have less focus and more weariness when approaching 
movement. Warm-ups which progressed from low impact repetition 
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and stretching to gradually more vigorous movement, advancing 
eventually to vigorous cardio-vascular work, including running, 
jumping or weight-bearing partner work created a much more focused 
atmosphere with dancers more willing to get physically involved in the 
choreographic work of the day. On the other hand, more internally-
oriented, meditative warm-ups had the effect of producing more 
nuanced, internally motivated work.  
 
8. Encourage the open sharing, interaction and transfer of knowledge 
between the practitioner and the Facilitator (s) in an MCR for it 
increases the interest level of all involved.   
 
9. Conduct MCR sessions as a series of events. When the practitioner 
revisits the experience of the MCR situation multiple times, a learning 
progression takes place, for both the practitioner and the Facilitator. 
This causes an increasingly meaningful MCR session to take place on 
each successive instance.  
 
10. Keep a record of MCR sessions, which will enable further study to be 
conducted. This record should include the participant’s journals, the 
third-person videos, interview notes and information about any special 
circumstances that surround the sessions, such as the time interval 
between observation and reenactment, and the number of Facilitators 
and the duration of the sessions. The MCR experiments revealed that 
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the length of time that passes between the initial mimetic observation 
by the Facilitator and the eventual MCR recall session with the 
practitioner does not appear to play a very significant role for the 
choreographer. As long as the Facilitators were able to retain the 
memory of what they had observed, the choreographer was led to 
recall with substantial clarity what they remembered of their creative 
process. This was observable whether an hour had passed since their 
work, or two weeks had passed. Further study needs to be conducted to 
ascertain the effect longer periods of duration have on both 
reenactment and recall between the acquisition and recall phases.  
 
Although the above list is not an exhaustive treatment of possible best 
practices, it does indicate that there is both a technique and a set of optimal 
practices regarding MCR that need to be explored in more depth. 
 
 
7.2  Impact  
 
This research has several different types of potential impact across a wide 
variety of areas:  
 
- Academics who are directly conducting research related to movement 
either as involved dance practitioners or as researchers observing and 
researching dance from an external perspective, may find especially 
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useful information in this current thesis, especially as it relates to New 
Media, motion capture, video and other electronic means to capture, 
store and analyze movement. Universities may use information 
gleaned from such research to inform academic decisions about 
curriculum and research in the arts.  
 
- Theorists and philosophers who seek ways to observe, record and 
interpret movement, to support existing theories or to develop new 
ones, would find the information concerning the relationship between 
recording and research in this thesis helpful (See Chapter 6 for a more 
extended discussion).  
 
- Educators who are exploring new pedagogic approaches in dance, or 
are attempting to more fully understand and implement existing 
methods would find the information from this study to be beneficial 
since it would provide a broader context for their work as well as 
empirical examples of work that others have done and are continuing 
to do in the field. 
 
- Historians who research and compare the work of artists from various 
time periods would find this present research helpful in illuminating 
basic factors that are common to all dance inquiry and which therefore 
could be used as a foundational platform from which to compare, 
contrast or relate various dance artists and events in history. 
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- Performers of dance who desire to clearly understand and interpret the 
work of choreographers, may be able to more clearly understand that 
work and how it relates to the work of others by having available the 
recordings and first-person accounts of other performing artists who 
have either conducted practice as research, or been involved in 
research-oriented performances. 
 
- Choreographers who are conducting academic research at the same 
time they practice their art and who look for ways to record and give 
voice to their creative work so as to make it more accessible to 
research. They would find that this present thesis might provide them 
with a broad contextual understanding of what is actually taking place 
in the creative moment that is of a research nature as well as a new 
methodological tool by which gain such understanding. 
 
 
7.3  Future work 
 
Although much of the evidence indicates that the MCR approach holds 
promise as a method worth further investigation, there were also questions that 
the evidence pointed to that would need to be addressed in any further studies. 
These include:  
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1. How can MCR Facilitators make full use of the unique nature of live 
observation and reenactment, even if they have less technical training 
as dancers?  
2. Why are reenactments that are extremely precise and close to the 
original choreographic work apparently less interactive than those that 
need more correctional input from the choreographer during MCR 
sessions?  
3. How can the commonly noted frustration, (expressed by most of the 
MCR1 choreographers), that self-observation interferes with one’s 
creative process in attempting simultaneous, first-person self-
observation, be addressed? Since the MCR2 participants voiced fewer 
negative comments in this regard than the MCR1 participants, is this 
problem linked in any degree to the technical or maturational level of 
the choreographer?  
 
The first question could be addressed by introducing a longer and more 
detailed, experiential orientation period prior to the beginning of MCR 
experimental session so that inexperienced Facilitators can learn optimal ways 
to conduct their observations and reenactments. The list of best practices 
discussed at the end of Chapter Five would be helpful in this regard. 
 
The second question could be addressed by observing more incidences of 
these two situations – i.e. those reenactments that are more precise compared 
to those that have a higher frequency of gaps – and then doing a comparative 
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study of the two. Working with both trained and untrained dancers in this 
regard may provide interesting insight into this question.   
 
The third question could be further studied by purposively alternating 
experimental sessions between ones in which the choreographer conducts 
introspective, self-observation while he/she creates choreography and other 
sessions in which the choreographer makes use of the MCR Facilitator to do 
the observations. By comparing the results of these two approaches over time, 
further understanding of this question may be attained. 
 
This chapter discussed the contributions MCR offers to the field, which stem 
from the experimental and theoretical work that was conducted in exploring 
the MCR method. It also presented a list of best practices for the use of MCR 
as a research-oriented choreographic tool for the making of dance. It then 
placed the method into context by discussing its relevance to the field, its 
impact on Practice as Research in dance and some future work that can be 
done to further understand problems and possibilities which have come to 
light through this investigation. 
 
The final chapter will present a conclusion and offer some final thoughts about 







The MCR experiments that were conducted in this study support the original 
hypothesis stated earlier in Chapter 4, that MCR, through the observation and 
recording of first-person accounts of creative dance practice will work 
through empirical means to provide a method for research as practice while 
not disrupting the creative process of that practice. MCR, by viewing time as 
a continuum in which the creative process can be re-visited at a later date, 
allows for that process to be accessed non-destructively as a point of research. 
By shifting the creative process forward in time in this way, through the 
reenactment-inspired memory of both the observational Facilitators and the 
choreographer-practitioner, insight into the original creative process is enabled 
and new insights   are engendered.  
 
The MCR experiments also allow a direct method of engagement with the 
phenomenon of “otherness”, which exists as a facet of both historical time and 
personal space. There is that which human beings look back on from the 
present to the past and there is that which is before us in space but which 
remains eternally external to the self.  MCR, through the use of Facilitators 
who closely engage with both these aspects of otherness, opens a window in 
which otherness itself becomes an area in which new meaning is born. The 
distance and gaps that exist between events and objects in time and space 
allows room for new ideas, concepts, connections, inferences and integrations 
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to take place that enhance the creative process. This creative generation occurs 
as a new gestalt that allows practice to become research without destroying the 
fragile nature of that practice – and thus there is an inroad into realizing the 
promise of the idea of practice as research.  
 
The sharing that takes place within this framework, suggests not only 
communication and interchange between the practicing choreographer and the 
observing Facilitator during the act of reenactment and re-creation, but also a 
procreative element – in which new understandings and creative material 
appear (Lepecki 2012; De Laet 2014). As an aspect of the reconstructive 
nature of memory, this suggests the existence of meta-information – which is 
information pertaining to the essential nature of the remembered event, viewed 
in broad contextual terms rather than through a narrow focus on particulars.  
Such meta-information enables a future reenactment of the remembered event 
to be a fundamentally faithful re-creation, even though it may be different than 
the original event in relation to its particular parts. Franko describes this meta-
information as “theory” (Franko 1989) or the fundamental, contextual nature 
of an event that can reassert itself at a later point in time. Theory, in this sense, 
provides a bridge over the distanced gap between what was in the past and 
what is being remembered, and perhaps created, in the moment of the present.  
 
MCR therefore offers a novel way to approach the choreographer / dancer 
relationship. In placing the dancer in the role of an expert observer, the dancer 
is no longer an instrument of the choreographer or the choreography – but 
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rather a generative element of the creative process itself through the 
reconstructive nature of memory and the embrace of the historical other. The 
MCR process therefore becomes not only a research method but also a new 
and fecund choreographic tool that choreographers can use for the generation 
of new ideas and unique movement.  
 
The results of the experiments that have been discussed in this paper support 
the theoretical formulation that dance practice as research is based on concepts 
related to memory, such as: distance, historical otherness, idea generation 
from incomplete information, reenactment, transcreation, and sharing.  These 
concepts all share a common denominator in that they suggest the existence of 
meta-information which, when accessed, allows for the re-creational nature of 
memory and its ability to construct new meaning when accessing memories of 
historic events. The constructive nature of memory in this sense is at the core 
of the MCR research that was conducted.  
 
This is memory as theory; the theory guiding the reenacted performance as a 
newly conceived event that is still an instance of the old. In this way, MCR 
uses the embodied memory of the Facilitator to access the original creative 
thought of the choreographer in a way that it also creates a space for the 
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MCR2 Journals  
 
This appendix presents an example of the journals that were produced by the 
MCR2 participants over the period of the experiments. It is not exhaustive of 
the written and spoken material that was produced by the participants, but it 
does present a typical example of those contributions.  
 
15 September 2013: Creating a short work that is unique to the space 
- # 17: I was aware throughout my whole creative process that #14 was 
trying to learn my choreography as I was making it up. I was not 
allowed to correct or direct her though. She was to learn the 
movements by observing me at a distance. I found myself glancing 
over at her frequently to make sure she was getting the movements and 
qualities as accurately as I intended them to be. I slowed down 
sometimes as I repeated the movements so she could keep up with me. 
I also repeated my movements as clearly as I could to make her 
learning easier and more precise.  
 
- I noticed #14 seemed to be missing the movement qualities I was 
striving for. So I repeatedly went back to edit my movements hoping 
that the intention would become clearer to her. I also tried to perform 
the movement as clearly as I could so she would pick up the qualities 
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she was missing. These processes helped me to clarify my 
choreographic intention and movement motivation.  
- When I wrote down my choreography at the end of the creative 
process, I intentionally omitted my motivation and ideas behind the 
movement and only documented the non-qualitative description and 
sequence of the steps. I wanted to challenge myself to remember my 
intention and motivation mentally without jotting my ideas down, 
hoping they will stay clear in my mind when I re-visit them with the 
movements the next week.  
 
22 September 2013:  Learning one another’s choreography through 
observation. 
-  # 17: The intentions for my choreographic work remained clear in 
my mind a week after I have created it because I was in the very same 
setting in which the dance was initially made. The setting and 
ambience in the studio reminded me of the images that motivated my 
choreography. 
- The details of the work became more apparent as I watched my 
Facilitator, #14 perform the piece. Her missing the qualitative nuances 
in my work helped me to clarify my intentions even more, as I had to 
recall the exact movements that were made. #14 remembered some 
small gestures that I have forgotten which helped me piece the details 
more tightly together.  
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- I found it tempting to correct #14 during the whole process; to 
describe the details of the movement and guide her to the correct 
qualities through using images as a stimulus. It felt strange to have to 
keep a distance between #14 and myself during her learning, as I am 
used to using verbal instructions when teaching someone movements. 
It was interesting for me though to observe her try to figure out the 
qualities and intention of the movements without any direction from 
me. I thought about the power and problems of non-verbal 
communication – that watching someone from a distance could convey 
important ideas, sometimes impossible to express through words. 
There is also a high chance of misinterpreting movements by 
observation too as a person tends to see only what he/she wants to see, 
or interprets what he/she thinks he/she saw.  
- As a Facilitator for #16, I enjoyed the contemplative mood she was 
immersed in when she made up her piece. She seemed to be finding 
logical solutions to the movement intentions she devised. Her feeling 
of "depth" was prevalent not only in thought but also in her movement 
- she has such an internal sense for movement that I began to feel a 
sense of calm as I observed her develop her work. Each time she 
returns to the start of her piece, she has a ritualistic way of sitting down 
and pushing her hips against the wall to get into the beginning position, 
as if the ritual would help her to nail the memory of her choreography 
down.  
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- The discussion at the end of the session raised the question of 
transmitting qualitative movement through demonstration and 
observation without verbal direction -- how qualities can be lost or 
transformed through the interpretation of the observer. I feel the 
removal of verbal cues in instruction can heighten an observer's 
attention to qualitative details, so that the learning process can actually 
be more precise than one in which the choreographer describes the 
movement qualities verbally. Of course, there is also the problem of 
misinterpretation as I mentioned earlier, which may not be necessarily 
a bad thing, as it can spark off interesting ideas between the 
choreographer and the dancer, which can re-direct the initial intention 
of the work.   
-  When I observed the choreographer at work, the sounds or music in 
the background sometimes corresponded with the quality of the 
movement being created. In these instances, an image was frequently 
conjured up in my mind. The visual stimulation helped me to 
remember this on a body level as I was able to relate the quality in the 
visual image to the physical quality of the movement.  
-  Sometimes the sounds or music were in contrast to the dynamic or 
quality of the movement being created by the choreographer. The 
contrast then became an important marker to help me to remember the 
movement on a physical level.   
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-  When there is silence, the quietness in the atmosphere added another 
layer of nuance to the movement being invented. The nuance 
sometimes elicited a visual image which became symbolic of the 
specific movement at that point. As silence has no definite tone, 
rhythm, volume or pitch, the “void” in space sometimes led to open 
interpretation of the movement being created by the choreographer. On 
these occasions, the free interpretation frequently led to strong images 
which distinguished one movement from the other. Essentially, 
whether it is sound, music or silence, these aural stimulations added 
expressive qualities to the movements being created by the 
choreographer and observed by me. The evoked visual images as a 
result of the aural stimulations created a kinaesthetic sensation of the 
movement at a body level which helped me to remember the type and 
sequence of the movement. 
-  When re-enacting or reconstructing the movements, I frequently 
accessed the sequence of visual images evoked during my observation 
as a Facilitator. These images are very useful in remembering the exact 
dynamic and qualities of the movements. If I could not remember the 
images, I would try to recall the sounds, music or silence that was 
observed in the moments of the dance being created. The recollection 
frequently brought back visual images of the choreographer working 
out the movement phrase. When these images of the choreographer at 
work came to mind, it would many times jolt the physical memory of 
the movements.  
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29 September 2013:  Make a dance observation video of other’s duets.  
-  # 17: I find myself micro-focusing on the duets rather than taking a 
macro view of the choreography because I was given the task to 
abstract the essence of the pieces onto a video. My eyes were drawn to 
the qualitative details and structure of the work. After a while I felt like 
I was almost in and part of the dances - rather than observing them as a 
third person with an outside view, it seemed like the camera in my 
hand had given me free reign to invade into the private territory of the 
creative process between the two dancers in each duet. After a while, I 
find my interest shifting between observing the duets and exploring 
how I could frame the choreography using my camera - the focus 
moved from the dances being the object to them being the subject.  
- The emphasis in this task is no longer in learning the movements but 
in finding interest points in the choreography and its structure. The 
creative process became interesting as I began to observe how each 
duet made up their dances, rather than what they created. The 
interaction between the dancers became fascinating, especially in #18's 
and Natasha's duet. The dynamics and the way in which they resolve 
their choreographic problems were intriguing – how they mediate each 
other’s energy and ideas for movements. Sometimes they have to give 
up their own concept to accommodate the other person’s, or 
incorporate both ideas together. This was particularly so in #18 and 
Natasha’s duet as they started out re-arranging the props on the table 
but gradually shifted to interacting with each other using the props as 
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they began to communicate about how they should move with each 
other and what should follow.  
 
6 October 2013:  1. Video #18's pole solo. 2. Video study - using the camera 
to observe oneself.  
-  # 17: As the piece went on, I began to expand my field of vision 
through the camera to include the other cameramen. They gradually 
became part of the choreography and documentation. As I was 
concentrating on videoing, I did not pay very much attention to the 
individual movement or to the sequencing of the movements. The 
interest was in framing the choreography onto my camera.  
- When I was given the task to observe myself through the camera lens, 
I first imagined my eyes as the lens - what they will see if my body 
moves in a certain way. The first thing that came to my mind is a 
spinning room, and then I thought 'what if only lower my leg is seen 
together with the spinning room?' So I sat down with one leg extended 
in front so the camera could capture the lower leg spinning with the 
room while I turned on my buttocks.  
- I then lost interest in the space around me and wondered 'what if one 
body part observes another body part so that the camera lens is a 
certain part of my body while it 'watches' the other body parts move in 
space?' So I placed my camera on my forehead and watched my legs 
move through space, then the camera 'eyes' moved to my right knee, 
then my left knee and into my right palm. As the camera moved to my 
A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING  







right knee, I began to focus on the space around me again, inquiring 
'what does my knee see as it travels through space everyday?' 
- The task was dizzying as I moved my eye focus round the room. I felt 
sickly nauseous by the end of the exploration. I thought the exercise 
was very interesting though as it opened more 'eyes' on my body and 
shifted my focus from an internal sensation of the movement, which I 
usually tend to do, to an external focus of the space around me in 
relation to my body. 
 
13 October 2013:  1. Recalling #18’s pole solo. 2. Re-creating a work from 
another dancer's 1st person video recording of their own dance. 3. MCR 
session of the two tasks.  
-  # 17: Recalling #18's pole solo was frustrating. As instructed in the 
previous week's task, the objective was to find an interesting angle to 
document his solo so I was not paying much attention to what his 
movements were, nor could I remember his movement sequences.  
 
- I could only base my recollection of his movements either on snippets 
of images that I have seen through my camera lens while videoing #18, 
or through broken mental images from my overall perception of his 
piece. Peeking at what the other dancers were doing also helped to 
recall some of his movements although it seemed like everyone was 
struggling to re-create #18's work from their fragmented memory.  
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- When we were allowed to 'conspire' with one another to figure out 
#18's solo, I felt we were ‘partners in crime’ as we tried to 'make up' 
#18's piece rather than re-creating it. Although there were contentions 
about what really came next, nobody asserted her view as we felt we 
were all equally uncertain about the choreography. So consensus was 
reached fairly quickly and easily.  
- There was a strong sense of surrealism and fuzziness in my mind 
throughout the whole re-creation process as my mind tried to grasp and 
clarify images that have been lost in my memory. It was almost painful 
and uncomfortable.  
- I was surprised when #1 commented during #18’s MCR that we had 
completely missed an essential theme in #18’s work - of him spiraling 
his body repeatedly around the pole throughout his solo. What we had 
recalled in movements which had appeared to us as the most evident 
through our vague memory, was incomplete. This is perhaps proof of 
the possible distracting capability of technology; the mobile camera in 
this case, in observation work. Perhaps the human eyes are less 
accurate when looking through a camera lens as one can become 
distracted by the tricks the gadget is capable of. When a person sees 
through the naked eyes, the visual information is directly transmitted to 
the mind so the memory of it is perhaps clearer and more complete.  
-However, the interesting twist is, #16 was able to pinpoint one 
movement that #18 had completely forgotten he had in his solo 
because she had clearly remembered seeing that image on her camera 
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of him extending his body diagonally out into space. Perhaps the 
opposite is also true - the condensed screen of the camera can also 
focus our mind on an image which helps our memory of it.  
- Re-creating Natasha's [self-filmed, 1st person] solo from her video 
was not too difficult as I was able to guess a big part of her 
choreography since she had talked about her intention quite a bit in the 
preceding session. I also based my re-creation on what I thought could 
be Natasha's movement vocabulary and style. I also considered the 
angle of the shots and imagined the movement Natasha would be doing 
that would cause the surrounding to look like what it did in the video. 
In terms of the quality of the movement, I gauged it through the speed 
at which the frame was moving. For example, if the space was moving 
around from fast to slow, I figured she had initiated the arm movement 
like a throw and retracted it back slowly.  
- It was unexpected that although some of the body part movements 
that were out of the camera shot were missing or incorrect in my re-
creation of Natasha’s solo, almost 80% of my re-working was correct! 
 
27 October 2013: Speedy choreography - choreograph a piece in 3 minutes 
and learn other’s pieces in 3 minutes.  Do something that is out of your 
comfort zone. 
-  # 17: To have to choreograph a short piece of work within 3 minutes 
made me anxious. I felt I had no time to edit or screen my movement 
and to accept whatever I first came up with. The sense of urgency kept 
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me focused on the task though which might have been a good thing as 
I worried less about the details of the movement and trusted my 
instinct. Because I had to just believe in what I was coming up with as 
I had no time to fuss around, I felt freer to move. The experience was 
kinetic and spontaneous.  
- I felt I did not really take a risk when I was tasked with the challenge 
of doing something that is uncomfortable to me. I almost took the first 
idea that came to my mind - my fear of singing aloud and waking 
down slopes. My initial idea did not quite work out on site as the slope 
was not steep or long enough to generate the kind of fear I was 
imagining. I felt I had to play act a little to assimilate the idea I had 
into the 'performance space' we were in. I was not convinced I 
completed the task satisfactorily.  
- I felt when I was learning the others' choreography in this task; I paid 
less attention to the specific movement. I was generally extracting the 
essence of the work and approximating the movement, except perhaps 
for #16's solo. Her piece felt more carefully crafted than the rest of 
ours, which were mostly spontaneous and improvisational. I guess it is 
because each of her movement was motivated by a specific intention or 
image (based on what she described in her MCR later), whereas the 
rest of our pieces were based on one general idea so each movement 
was less specifically crafted.  
- This whole series of experimentation in different creative and re-
creating approaches have been eye-opening for me. It allowed me to 
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explore new ways of generating and looking at movement. The inquiry 
posed some interesting questions about the practice of creative work 
and the learning of creative work, such as the importance and necessity 
of verbal cues, learning directly as a first person vs. learning through a 
medium such as a camera, the heightened awareness of one’s sense 
when the stimuli for another sense or senses are absent, etc.  
- Thank you #1 for the wonderful experience! It is such a blessing to be 





 Appendix 2 
 
MCR2 Session Interviews and Discussions  
 
This second appendix presents an example of the interviews and discussions 
that took place during the MCR2 experiments. It is not exhaustive of the 
spoken material that was produced by the participants, but it does present a 
typical example of what was discussed.  
 
#4's Transcription - MCR2 #3 20130922 (01) 
 
For - #1 - by #4  
#3: Kay, can I see the beginning of the section of this piece? Stop. Um I chose 
this wall because I really like the texture of the, I wanted to play around with 
the texture of the wall, yah. Go.  
#3: Stop. Uh I did this swiping motion because I was inspired by the fan that I 
saw while being upside, I mean facing up, yah. Go. 
#3: Stop. Uh can you go back one step? To the…yah towards the wall, yah. I 
wanted to choose this position because uh it felt like the wall is my comfort 
zone. And when I pushed away from it I felt uncomfortable, so I went back to 
it and yah. Okay, go. 
#3: Stop. Um I did this, my hand went away from the wall because um I 
wanted to show that it was uncomfortable so you want go back to the wall so 
that’s why it went back, yah. Go. 
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#2: Do you want to repeat? 
 
#3: Yah, just repeat it. So it went…Stop. Uh I changed the dynamics for the 
middle one because I felt it was too monotonous just doing it at the same 
speed. Go. 
#3: Stop. Um I want as in this, I wanted the swiping motion to be my motif 
because I had a swiping motion in the beginning and I wanted to bring it back, 
yah. Go. 
#3: Stop. Uh I went back, I went away to the wall and went back because I 
wanted to uh I wanted to uh re revisit the motif I had that I went out and went 
in to the comfort zone. Yah, kay. Go. 
#3: (*Mumbles Yes…yes…yes.) Stop. Uh I wanted, again I wanted to bring 
the a motif of the swiping motion, that’s why I did all the…I wanted to try um 
different body parts cause the first one I did with was legs was both legs 
swiping and both hands on the wall. This time I wanted to try a different body 
part like hands and legs, hands and feet instead of just feet and feet and hands 
on the wall, yah. Go. 
#3: Stop. I actually changed my focus from the wall to the light up there um as 
that was the end of my first phrase. I wanted to bring attention to the lights up 
there. Yah em and so the focus changed. 
#3: Stop. I wanted to feel the warmth of the light in this part like shining em 
on along the chest yah, continue. 
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#3: Stop. Uh the, when I was running towards the light the warmth stopped 
and I felt that I needed um to bring back the memories of happy times so I was 
thinking of swinging ya and that’s how this movement came about, yah, 
continue. 
#3: Yes, thank you, that’s the end. 
#1: Anything else you want to say? 
#3: Mmm, no. 
#6: Hope you like my item. 
#3: *Laughs 
#1: He said I hope you like my item. 
#2: *Laughs 
#1: Okay good good, thank you. That’s kinda the idea. 
#4: - #1, I can’t stop it cause it’s a it’s locked. 





#4's Transcription - MCR2 #6 20130922 (01) 
For - #1 - by #4 - (: 
#1: Okay 
#6: I really like about what #2 said about the uh yeah well #4 was um doing #2 
item. (I don’t have to look at the camera right?)  
#1: No no you don’t have to worry. 
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#6: Okay, so #4 did it a lot of times almost 3 times right? 
#2: *Sorry 
#6: Yeah, but it was interesting because, um she brought out about, #2 brought 
out about, she began to tell her about the theme, the concept behind, in other 
words, um uh why you do the things that you do, you know, why do you snap, 
you know, why do you quick and quick and quick you know, why, you know, 
and it can be just a movement itself, it can be a snap, it can be just a, te te te te 
te. But the reason you do it behind is because there is a mosquito stink stinging 
me you see, so um and she add on that if someone who understand what she is 
doing would it be the quality would be different, you know…You do it not for 
the sake of doing the movement itself, but you do it you know what you are 
doing, and I think that makes a whole lot of difference in during the 
performance itself. Even if the choreographer choreograph an item for a 
dancers um. From here I begin to really learn about communicating the 
intentions behind. Uh for certain move, why you move this way, why you 
react this way. But at the back of your mind there is a reason why, to do things 
that you do. I thought that is a worth place to talk about. 
 
#1: It is you know, because if you look at these pieces they had some kind of 
rationale for the movement and it doesn’t have to be, the funny thing to come 
up with interesting movement doesn’t have to be a logical thing going on. You 
know I am all for logic, you know I am a logical person. But you could be 
slapping mosquitoes for no reason or not even having anything. You are just 
reflecting off the nature of a wall or something but that still is a reason. And 
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there is still something’s driving you, maybe an internal movement, of your 
spine, something’s driving you. And all this movement comes up, I had no 
idea that some of these ideas were what drove the movement, I had no idea 
you were looking at the light. But I knew you were slapping mosquitoes 
because it became evident after a while, I didn’t understand a lot of your thing 
but it became evident as you went through it you know but for all of yours you 
know. And I think that is a real interesting thing when something that when 
the choreographers start going to that thing that you know inspiring the 
movement. It is wonderful for the person performing cause they may have 
something to touch, you know to do you know, yes. 
 
#6: Especially when a when I find a dancers, uh is unable to bring out the 
feeling what the choreographer want, to put it simple right? I guess uh it might 
have the same reason, kay it might have a kay between 2 persons it might have 
a same reason, okay they know um they know the same reason but reacted 
differently. So it might be like if I am painful, I OUCH! You know. But you 
might just SSSzzzzee… Just go like that. But it is still the same reason painful, 
you know, so that person might not be OUCH! But it can be SSSzzzzee…You 
know I think as a choreographer I learnt something that it should it would 
work easier for a dancers to react the way she did than follow you what who 
you are. I yeah. I think that would work better you know. And it’s not natural. 
 
#1: That’s the kind of choice a choreographer makes, and those are 2 different 
approaches. Do I dictate it? That is an approach and it works. Other 
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choreographers do it, ‘no no it’s not this one it’s this one!’ You know, I want 
this one. I know you know the other one I want this one. Another one wants a 
person to feel totally at ease with themselves in that they say that’s alright 
that’s alright, I have room for that, you can do this one. You know what I am 
saying? So that’s a choreographic choice. And you might actually get a better 
performance out of letting her do this one. But you piece may be better if you 
stick to a certain thing you know it has to be like this, cause you know it’s not 
going to work and it needs this percussion. And then and then you make that 
choice whether to force her to do what you want to. And that and that is the 
kind of choice you make, but it’s a really important point. 
 
#2: Hi I think that that just made me think about I think why people think 
dancers are more ‘sensitized’? It’s because we work with different 
interpretations? We work with different choreographic needs. So if we are 
actually intuitively reacting to pain like this and the choreographer is asking us 
to be this we will have to put that in our body and make that become part of us. 
So we will learn one more response and interpretation to pain. I think that’s 
why dancers are a lot of times much more sensitive to things around us 
because we experience that much more physically than any other people. 
 
#1: Let me wrap up a little bit because we could talk all night probably but. 
It’s a really good discussion. Um and this thing #2’s saying is true dancers 
become less…The beautiful thing about learning dance is you become aware. 
And most people walking around are not aware. You become sensitive and 
A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING  







aware and that’s the beautiful thing we have from this is the most people 
walking around don’t even know they have bodies, and they are not aware of 
their bodies. And they are not aware of someone standing next to them and 
they are not aware of space. If you look at them people bump into you all the 
time, so that’s a beautiful thing. The other thing is that we are in such a rush; 
in my old age you know…Uh I’m young, but uh… 
 
#2: *Giggles, we didn’t say anything #1… 
 
#1: But in my experience I guess we could say it that way is we are in such a 
rush to get all the choreography done, to get everything done everything we 
are always running… We have to there is a clock ticking you know and all 
that. But I feel creative work is a kind of process and a lot of times we don’t 
leave room anymore for that process to happen you know. And this kind of 
reflection sometimes think about how not often you do that. You might 
actually do it with a friend when talking about a piece, but to actually sit and 
reflect about stuff that we are talking about right now doesn’t happen very 
often. When you go see a show do you really talk about that show, when you 
choreograph a piece is there really time let that say usually there is not a lot of 
time for that. But I think that is really important at least you do it internally 
you know, you take time to sit back and think what did I just do. What really 
went on between me and my dancer, today when things turn sour you know, 
was it maybe I caused that or all those kind of things that happen. You know 
and that is part of becoming more and more intelligently sensitive you know 
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that…Anyway I appreciate your openness, thank you so much, I am sorry we 
went a little bit late. Uh next uh we should turn this off. The bad thing about 
this I’m going to end up with so much material… 
 
------------------------- 
#3 Transcription - #1's Group 2 discussion 1 about 1st person videos 
MCR2 sound from video project6Oct2013 
#1: Okay, anybody? 
#5: Yeah…for me I tried to capture the essence of my movements, like where 
am…where exactly is my focus... 
#1: Uh-huh. 
#5: So, when if I am too focused on uh, using this equipment, my…the other 
parts of my body will go like, I can’t focus on the rest of my body when I do it 
with the phone.  
#1: Uhmm…emm 
#5: So it’s…yeah, so I find that throughout the whole process my focus is 
pretty  
much…like into the, into the camera instead of like on my body and how it 
moves and the relation to space, so I find it quite internal, instead of 
connecting to the space around me.  
#1: Yeah. It narrows your… 
#5: Yeah. 
#1: Your focus, your vision, or something.  
#5: By a lot. 
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#1: Yeah a lot…okay. 




#1: Was…was that frustrating? Or a…a bad thing? Or uhh…I mean… 
#5: Uhhh…it was… 
#1: I mean a…a good thing, I don’t mean to mean…just to give you a leading 
question. Just…I mean, what was your feeling. 
#5: It helps me be more certain of, as in more certain of where I should, like, 
how I like, move my body, move my body, but when I get too obsessed with it 
gets a bit frustrating. 
#1: Ohh…okay.  
#5: Yeah.  
#1: Okay.  
#4: For me on the contrary I found that it facilitated my movements because it 
gave me clarity to where I was focusing, and which part of my body I was 
initiating. Like, for example if I was initiating with my torso, I would put it at 
my torso because that’s where my so-called eyes would be, like, my physical 
eyes would…not be…it’s not my physical eyes, but my…the eyes of my 
different parts of my body.  
#1: Yeah. 
#4: So like for example when I was running, like, like it is the initiation from 
the chest where you sort of bring the body forward, so that was where I placed 
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it. And like when you have like those upwards…sort of like high release 
movements, you put it here. And like when you are looking towards your arm 
you would…direct the camera towards your arm, so although I find it a little 
troublesome because the other arm is sort of like inhibited from doing any 
movement, but when you set the movement on the other arm…yeah…as in 
like you just have to prevent it from moving, but other than that, it sort of 
have…it captures like the specific areas that you want it to...and…I don’t 
know like, I experimented with certain movements, like, at the beginning and I 
felt it very interesting. Like, like how the camera captures it. It’s quite similar 
to my perspective, so I, I liked it. Yeah.  
#1: Okay, anybody else? 
(Pause) 
#1: Anytime now.  
#2: Um, for me, the camera dictated what I should do, rather than, erm, my…I 
was trying to think of if I do a certain movement, that initiation from that body 
part, what would it actually see in the space. So I was actually like…you know, 
if I turned my back, what would my back see in relation to the space, so I was 
trying to see from the camera’s perspective. So the camera’s…the interest of 
the camera dictated what kind of movement I should do, rather than my 
movement, erm…you know deciding on what the camera would see.  
#3: Actually I…I am the same as #2, like I had the camera with me for the 
whole process. Erm, I…I tried to place it at different parts of my body, like 
erm, how it would look when it’s near and far, and, I tried to play around with 
it, when I’m doing undulation, like how it will…So, actually my movements 
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were…more…less dance-like, a bit more pedestrian kind of feeling, 
like…because I just wanted to like see how it…it would react, like, exactly, 
like, the speed and…how, how fast, and the…how you travel and 
stuff…hahaha, yeah.  
#2: I find myself doing repetitions a lot, cos I wanted to see what the repetitive 
perspective will actually create, the kind of…yeah.  
#1: Why…Why was that you think? I mean, what caused you to make you 
want to do repetitious movement? 
#2: Erm…I felt the repetitive perspective in space would be interesting to the 
audience. So, yeah, I just was playing with, yeah, perception… 
#3: Variations with counts, so…like the speed, the difference in variation, like 
how it would affect the camera, like when you jump, is it like 
uhmmmhmhmhm (demonstrating the shakiness). (laughs) So, yeah.  
#1: #6 you have anything? 
R: Err, I thought it was like err, it is no longer about the dancers itself, yeah, 
because, err no one is going to see somebody pass on this video to somebody 
else…you know they was wondering, what, I mean, what the…what the heck 
are you all videoing, you know, are you all testing a phone? Video or what, 
you know, so, well, only, you see, it’s nothing about the dancers, only the 
dancers know what they are doing and why, erm…two perspectives. Number 
one, is that erm nobody knows what you are doing, okay, so, it is not a 
productive, when you pass it to somebody else. Then you watch, this is very 
artistic, it is the thought that you are doing, you know, testing a phone, but 
actually for a dancer perspective, you have this struggle about, about being 
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erm, err, how it is no longer myself, yet I want to look good. Okay, but yet at 
the same time, you thought of how will the camera look like. Also want the 
video camera to look great, you know. But at the end of the day when you 
watch it, actually, you are just like a person, you know, who is just testing a 
video, just going around and having fun you know. It’s not about the dancers I 
feel.  
#3: Actually, err…I disagree…a bit…yeah. I disagree a bit because…I feel 
there’s a lot that, a lot of things that you can explore, to like for example, if 
like the mere like action of running, you can, as in…it’s that…I don’t know 
it’s just…it has a… 
#4: Certain sense of kinetic… 
#3: Yeah kinetic… 
#4: Kinetic energy that sort of transmits to the camera and the camera feels it. 
I don’t know how to say, but, yeah, and the person who is watching it will feel 
it too. Like, oh, there is a certain kind of movement that causes this action. 
#3: Whether it is enclosed, or far, you know, it’s…just very interesting for me. 
I don’t think that person will know that you’re testing out a camera.  
#2: I had the same sense as #6 after a while, I felt like you know, it’s all just 
camera effect, cos err the person who is looking at the video can’t really see 
what I’m doing. So I started changing my perspective instead of my body part 
moving in space and how the body part would actually observe the space, I 
started trying out how one body part would actually observe another body part 
when it’s actually moving. So it will…it will see that body part moving in 
A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING  







space, so whoever is viewing the video would actually sense that there is a 
dancer in the video, and not that the camera is going haywire.  
#4: Erm, I must say that I did the movements first before I layered on a camera, 
so my focus was very much on the movement. But I felt like the camera 
brought focus to the movement, which was what I was trying to do. I was not 
trying to pay so much into camera effects and what the camera can do, which I 
think I sort of regret because I think I left out the camera a little bit and 
focused too much on the movement. Yeah. 
#5: For me I did the same as #4, I tried out the sequence before I…I tried out 
the sequence before I erm, do it with the camera. So when I was, I observed 
how my body responded when I did it, when I did it with or without the 
camera. When I did it without the camera my body felt as a whole…It felt, I 
can…I could feel my limb moving, like as a whole body in space but once I, 
because I use my…throughout the whole process I used my left hand to hold 
the camera, so it kind of separated the working body, and the 
observing…yeah…so it kind of, yeah, it was kind of separated for me 
ah…yeah. I think it is probably because of the way I used the camera also.  
#4: I tried to move it with my body… (laughs). I tried to, like for example if I 
am moving my arm I would bring the camera along, but…yeah…but the video 
looks sort of crazy but there were moments of focus, which I feel…which I 
feel like you get to see from like, the palm, or like different body parts that 
like you’re focusing with. Like the camera brings it to perspective.  
#3: I tried to focus on my different body parts like #2 did, like after a while, 
actually I tried to focus on my face, so like I did a palm thing where I was 
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looking into the camera. So erm, I think yeah it, as in after a while it might 
seem a bit like you know around the surroundings, so I think you have to like 
kind of draw back in to… 
#4: What you are doing. 
#3: Yeah, kind of…like maybe not so… 
#4: Peripheral. 
#3: Yeah, peripheral.  
#1: So if you are recording your face there, did you still feel like you were in 
first person? Or is it third person looking at you?  
#3: I was… 
#1: It could see you? 
#3: Erm… 
#1: So it was your palm.  
#3: Using my palm…because I was facing…I was…it was on my chest and… 
#1: So you felt like you were still doing it first person kind of thing? 
#3: I tried to feel it. (laughs) 
#1: Yeah, yeah…ok, because I mean that’s into the…I mean it’s…it does 
mean you, it’s not necessary you can’t put your face in it. If you…unless 
you’re thinking you can only shoot it from your eye point of view. But I did 
say that you can shoot from any part of your bodies, so in that sense, it’s still a 
way your palm would be seeing you, I guess, so yeah…that’s interesting.  
#5: Because for my sequence, the important was…the crucial aspect is the eye 
focus…yeah, so I… 
#1: So yours is more about your eyes right?  
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#5: Yeah. How the focus draws lines in space. 
#1: Right. 
#2: I tried to use my chest to my legs, so it’s like my chest is my first person, 
my leg is also my first person. So it’s, you know, I’m observing myself in a 
way. 
#1: Yeah. Okay. #6 anything else? Well, I totally understand what 
everybody’s saying. I understand this that, you know when you move the 
camera what you actually see in the camera really looks like a camera to us, 
you know. So I agree with you in that sense. And I also agree with you, I mean, 
in another sense if I look at it in a slightly different way, I get the feeling of 
the movement in a kinesthetic thrust of it and everything, as a dancer does you 
know, so I can really see it both ways you know, so this is a little bit like what 
is that when you look at it you know. If you really wanted to make it you 
know, wonderful, you would have spent the time to remake those decisions 
about does that really say first person, or is it just the camera swinging’ around 
you know or whatever. You know what I mean? But I mean in this kind of 
thing where it is improvisational, I understand you make some de- choices, but 
err you know I think you did quite well with it, you know. Yea-ah-ah you just 
try and see what happens. Erm, when you view something like this on a big 
screen, on a…you know, you might feel different about it. You might actually 
feel it…or you might just feel dizzy and think I can’t watch that. (laughs) 
Okay, thank you guys, very good. 
#4: I think mine will make people feel dizzy. 
#1: Feel dizzy? (laughs) Yeah maybe, yeah maybe.   
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#3's Transcription - MCR2 #5 and #4 20130922 205431 (01) 
MCR2 #5 and #4 20130922 205431 
 
(Background) #1: Okay I will give you a go. 
#5: Okay dancers start by facing the board. 
(Background) #1: Okay, go. (laughs) 
#5: Hi dancers, start by facing the board. Take in the space. Notice at the third 
panel from the left, the scribblings. And also on the forth panel, take note of 
the scribblings. Yeah just have a look around the surroundings. Feel how 
square the board is, how angular the board is.  
(Background) #1: Talk loud for the camera too, okay? 
#5: Feel the angu…feel the angular, feel the angular spilling of the board. Like 
go touch the corners of the board. (Pause) Yes nice #3. Notice that at the 
corner of the second and the third board, there is a yellow chalk. Please pick it 
up and feel it on your fingers, it will… it will help you for the improvisation 
later. (Pause) Once you are ready return to the first starting position. (Pause) 
We will start whenever you are ready. (Pause) The hands symbolized the 
angularity of the board as I observed it. (Pause) Pause, in this pose. This 
is…this is when I have to feel the actual… the actual shape of the board and I 
rested my body…and I try to feel as angular as the board…so my…the my 
knees are angular and my body’s in a straight line. Err, #6, try to reach out to 
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the diagonal with your right hand. And relax your left hand behind your back 
to create a diagonal line. Thank you. Continue from here. (Pause) As I 
explored the angularity, I noticed a curve on the scribblings. So I stepped 
forward, and I mimicked the doodles on the board. Which spelt ‘Che’. So I 
returned to neutral for the second part of the dance. There, I…I picked up the 
chalk, and I drew the second curve you see on the second board. This is where 
I derived my movements from.  
(Background) #1: Alright keep talking to the camera, cause don’t think you 
are talking into that, think you are talking to this, okay? 
#5: Dancers, can we return to the…cleaning of the hands? I emphasized the 
dustiness of the whole space, by having the dancers to clean their hands 
afterwards. And, continue. (Pause) I discovered another; I discovered that the 
squareness actually repeats itself on the grid there. So I traced the grid with 
my fingers and imagine I am an insect. Dancers can we do it again? (Pause) 
Nice, can we pause? Imagine your fingers as if they are the spiders’, and they 
are creeping up the grids. And, go. (Pause) Nice. Now, imagine that you are 
the spider yourself. And, go, next part. (Pause) Here, the motif is repeated 
again because of the dustiness. Dancers, can we do it, the… can we do the 
cleaning of the hands again, with more conviction that the place is really dusty. 
And, go. It’s really dusty; it’s like the dustiest thing you have ever touched. 
And wipe it on your shirt… (pause) And, stop. Thank you dancers.  
(Background) #1: Is this it? Okay, good. Good.  
#1: Okay, yeah I mean it’s an interesting piece isn’t it? I was still on. (laugh)  
(Background) #2: It was very nice right? 
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#4: Oh, okay. Erm, something like that.  
(Background) #1: Would you like to say something in the beginning? 
#4: Okay…err…not really.  
(Background) #1: It’s just that? You wanna say them? Or you gonna say… 
#4: Yeah… I’m…I’m gonna say it now.  
(Background) #1: Oh. 
#4: Erm…okay, erm, so basically my, the inspiration behind… 
(Background) #1: Talk loud.  
#4: The inspiration behind my whole piece was basically about smoking and 
yeah. Because erm, I was sitting in a coffee shop having my lunch one day and 
there was this lady sitting beside me smoking and puffing directly the smoke, 
directly in front of my face. And the fan was blowing in my direction, so 
literally all the smoke came into my face and it was really horrible. And I felt 
really really bad. So, and I happened to come across this sign…in front down 
here which has this no smoking, and…I kind of got a little bit inspired by it. 
So there were a little bit of like abstract moments and yeah, it’s basically, this 
was basically the inspiration behind the whole piece. 
(Background) #1: Okay (laughs) 
#4: Okay. Erm, so #5 starts by…mimicking the…signboard, which was…yeah. 
Scray, scray, and…and (murmurs) Okay pause #5 rewind. So the screws were 
sort of like soft screws…it wasn’t really that quick, but I remembered just 
trying to trace the screws. I traced and I traced, and I decided to sort of like cut 
and bring away the whole, the whole image from my mind. And start afresh. 
And it was a soft, a soft coming up, so, yeah, a soft coming up. Yes. And 
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I…sort of tried to mimic that…that I dunno how to say…that no smoking sign 
where you have that circular shape and that slice across? So I did that two 
times. (Pause) And, continue from here. Erma, I sort of had a drop…on my 
back because I wanted to emphasize on the no smoking. So I dropped on my 
whole back arm, with my hand in an anticlockwise direction. Arm…okay, 
that’s not really exactly the movement #5 but its okay continue. And I did that 
two times, before coming up…before coming up and facing the board. And 
before letting my back initiate and I dropped again. And from there I used my 
hands were…almost touching the floor. Arm, but I decided to use my hands, 
my right hand in particular with my left hand relaxed to trace the floor. Erm, 
without actually touching the floor. So I sort of traced the floor in erm, an 
anti…in erm an anticlockwise direction. Very slowly, but surely, and my right 
hand sort of let up…to feel…to try of like, to sort of like feel the space…as I 
come up and I…and I wanted…this make me recall of why I did that because I 
wanted to sort of block the smoke from coming in my direction, but I had no 
choice. As in like, I had, I could not do anything about it, so I stepped my right 
foot and I sort of carved out the smoke…I sort of like carved out the 
smoke…and I dropped. I brought my arm over…and I turned away. As I roll 
up, another image come, came to my mind, and I…I remembered that I didn’t 
really have that…a slash, so I tried to do a small…a small talk in my body that 
can somehow…meet and yet form a diagonal…a diagonal, a diagonal line? So 
my right shoulder came to my right knee in a very soft manner, leading me to 
face the other direction. Before undulating and facing the ceiling…to come 
down. And as I came up, another thought came to my mind. So as I roll…roll 
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up I gradually shifted my weight, weight to my right leg and I…and I, and I 
just face the front and I sat there for a moment before turning around. And 
bringing my focus away again. I let my right arm and my left arm sort of went 
against in opposite directions before…before dropping my body again. I 
somehow don’t know why I did that, but I remembered it was more of like…a 
movement…a movement kind of thing cause I really like movement a lot, so I 
just felt the movement impulse to drop, and…as I dropped I felt another 
movement impulse to look up again. And come back. And I sort of spread my 
arms wide, trying to feel the vast expanse of being free. So I felt like, as if I 
was being free and I was not blocked by smoke anymore and I was free, and I 
sort of...a composure and I walked forward. So it was all done in a very soft 
fashion, with a soft continuous fashion…yeah. And as I walked forward, I also 
got inspiration from this board. But I…I remembered looking at those lines, 
but I didn’t really want to follow it exactly, it came in a circular fashion, and 
yet at the same time I wanted to feel the board. So I sort of brought my right 
arm to trace the board. And it was flat and I sort of traced in a very continuous 
fashion. And from there…and from there…I tried, I opened my left leg to see 
what was behind me…So it was an opening and a closing fashion…I 
brought…and I closed, and from there I-I…I undulated my body again…to 
look around me, and from there I did swings, left, right, and left. Before 
walking back and hitting again. This brought back my movement motif from 
the beginning…which I let it down very softly…and from there I rolled 
up…remembering how it…how it felt to be free. And from there I felt my 
composure, and it brought me sort of back to reality. And I remember how 
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people use after smoking, they sort of like, dub like the cigarette bud, you 
know, I don’t know how do you say that, but they dab the cigarette bud so 
they can like…get rid of the ash, so I decided to do that against the wall. And 
it was on the very last wall, because I remembered that…that was the only one 
which felt like an ash tray. Yeah. Thank you. Thank you, that’s it.  
(Background) #1: Yes? 
#4: Yes.  
(Background): Okay, good. Good #4. Good #5, thank you.  
#4: Thank you. 
#1: I thought it was interesting…what was the… 
#4: - #1. 
#1: Thank you. Uh, what was different about hers, did anybody notice 
something different?  
-murmurings-  
#1: Oh, okay, I will turn it off. I will still re… 
 
-THE END-  




#1's Transcribed MCR2 Aliwal Group 20130929 210526 (04) 
 
PI to #4: We’re gonna – are you gonna talk? 
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#4 to PI: Yeah 
PI to #4: So just maybe just put this near you when you’re talking. It’s 
recording right now. 
#4 to PI: Uh… Videoing through a camera you asked me to say thing from 
that person’s perspective so instead of just observing the choreographer’s 
movement I was able to zoom out of it and focus on bigger things such as the 
person’s relation with the space, the person’s relation with the other people 
around him. Because when I was uh when I was videoing uh #6’s 
choreography, he actually, he actually, when I stood out of it, the space look 
like… it looked like a quartet. Because the three of them were that involved in 
uh videoing his action such that they are related in … to him in space. Because 
they are in like - because of their intention which is to video him - so they kind 
of like follow him through space. And it looked a bit like a quartet. Yeah.  
PI to #4: Ok…  
PI to the group: Anybody else? 
#2 to PI: For the last piece, actually I… like… because it was more of like um 
like uh a scene whereby … that kind of market scene where you want to buy 
things so actually like I wanted to video it in a way like uhm… for example 
like I.. I… heard a commotion and I saw people videoing someone so I… I... 
my focus was to #4 and Ms. Lim in the fir… in the beginning and I like alright, 
what’s the commotion about and then I went to video that commotion. Yeah, 
so as in I felt that I’m doing it from as in, from a camera allows you to kind of 
focus where you want to focus. Like for example I didn’t to focus on them in 
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the beginning about I would want to focus on the faster passer-by kind of 
feeling. Yeah, so…  
 
#1 to PI: Um having said that also yeah, um to add on to that uh I was also 
thinking of uhm videoing through a video, as in like for one of the videos I 
took, I actually took video of Ms. Lim’s video videoing #6 and #5.  
 
PI to #1: Oh you did? 
 
#1 to PI: And I thought like it gave a very different dimension to it. Like 
having looked at the video and see …comparing it to it being behind. I don’t 
know, it sort of added a different layer to it. And it showed like how reality 
could really be so different, right – although it’s in front of you it… it’s so 
different. Yeah. I don’t’ really know how to explain that, but it was really 
interesting. When you can catch a simple thing? (Garbled) reflecting off one 
another, um and, another thing was I tried to play with angles throughout the 
viewing as in like... uhm in relation to the… the duets happening. Like for 
example when I did for #6’s one... it was more about the space, like what #5 
said, and how I could go in and out of the space, uhm but for theirs it was 
more about close-ups because we really wanted to look at their emotions, and 
how they relate to each other and the things around them and how they played 
and used it, yeah. So it was very… a very different approach yeah for two 
video sets from the beginning or ending one. Yep.  
 
A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING  







PI to #3: Good.  Is it still recording? 
 
#3 to PI: Uhm. Yes it is. For me the experience last week and today is very 
different. Uhm - last week I felt like I was a performer, today I felt I was a 
creator. Uhm, last week I was embodying the movement through my own 
body, today I was a passive observer trying to create an interpretation of what 
I’m seeing. So instead of focusing on the specific movement of learning the 
sequence of the movement, uhm I felt I was... I was… condensing the… all 
the movement into an integrated concept. So I could use the conceptual 
interpretation of what they were doing to help me to decide how I’m going to 
video this work. So like for example, when I watched uhm #3 and #4 uhm I 
was trying to see what is their motive in the choreography and I thought it was 
a very kind of sensuous and sentimental feeling in it. So I… when I shot the 
thing, I tried to make my video kind of fuzzy, and you can see it sometimes 
and not see it, to kind of create a kind of romantic sense of the whole thing. 
And all I could think of was using my fingers to block a part of the screen. So, 
and then when I watch #6 and #5 it was kind of focused on uhm… different 
parts of the body, experiencing kind of intense emotion, at the beginning it 
was your eyes, as they were kind of in a conflict with each other and then 
progressively evolved into a bigger space. So again, I chose… I chose my 
camera to focus on where… that emotion was intense in that body part and 
then kind of blocked out the other body parts that were not the focus. So if I 
were to compare this week and last week I felt like I was in uhm… there… I... 
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I... felt there was almost no basis for comparison because I felt I was playing a 
different role today as compared to last week.    
 
#5 to PI: Uh… When I video uhm #3 and #4, uhm I kind of like uhm watched 
from a distance, Ok, I video’d from a distance. Ok, I kind of like, it just felt 
like uhm… uhm… there must be a…a relationship between #4 and #3. Ok, 
why I have that thinking because they’re far apart... they’re far apart. So when 
I video them I’m not sure who to video… OK, I’m not sure who to video. So 
at that very moment I’ve got decide either I video one dancer or I give up the 
dancer -- just the space itself. Right? But uhm… but eventually I... I… I make 
a decision - I video #3. Alright. So, after a while it’s kind of like, it’s only one 
angle, I feel, I feel a little bit, uhm I can’t really see much you know I can’t 
really think about much of the of the patterns that they’re using in space – so I 
decided to… to go around … to go around…so when they move their body, 
when they… when they come closer and then their bodies contacts together 
you know I’m kind of like uhm…  happening on the chance to view on 
different angles. Like the below, OK… and up… go around. Surprisingly, I… 
I realized that uhm… each angle that I… I went to, I record, it gives me a 
different choreography, you know… it gives me a different shapes of what 
they’re creating. OK. I thought that was very interesting you know.  It’s…to 
me it’s no longer a dance itself… OK, but it also… it can… it can be a 
sculpture, a poster. From which angle? The top angle or the bottom angle – 
OK, which that creates, which that extracts out what the actual piece was 
like… OK, it’s another kind of piece. That was, that was pretty interesting. Ok? 
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So I compare when, when I was doing a solo, you know, in love with the pole, 
you know. OK? And uhm… uhm… uh… I no longer focus on… uh... When I 
hold the camera I no longer focus on how my body should move. OK? How 
my body should move. But rather how should I use the camera….the 
recording camera… the video camera to… to search out the best angle that I 
could. OK? And then after that I realize that actually I’m moving my body. 
I’m moving my body in a way that’s really controlling. So I thought was… 
that was very interesting it’s kind of like I’m… I’m also part of inside the 
dancing. Why? Because I” controlling body and my head objective is to find 
the best angle that I could. I cannot afford to uhm…stumble because it may 
affect the graphic… the…the view itself. So, yeah, I thought that was very 
interesting…. 
 
PI to #5: I think that’s a little bit what #5 was saying. Is that there…you 
know…and I also took pictures in the beginning for the same reason. Is that 
watching the group doing this caused you all to have a very similar kind of 
movement aura around you? I mean, you were kind of hovering around some 
object you know, like mosquitoes, but very slow motion ones you know, and I 
mean there was this beautiful movement like this going on… with shifting, it 
was all slow motion you know, because you were trying to get something on 
the camera, and there’s kind of this shifting landscape of people, and, what she 
was saying she saw a quartet out there, and it really was, you became 
integrated into the piece without even realizing it, and you really became part 
of it because your movement was because of what they were doing, I mean 
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there was something about what they were doing that was affecting the way 
you moved you know. And, it didn’t happen all the time, but there were 
certain times, like there was one time with their funny little shopping duet over 
there or whatever, that…that all of you were around and it was this totally 
integrated thing happening, there was this kind of sharp movement inside and 
this kind of gooey, floating thing happening on the outside. You know, 
that…that was quite interesting. So I think that’s a little bit what you’re talking 
about.  
 
Uh…Uhm. I have a question, I’m not really hearing. I hear… well a little bit 
what #2 said and what #6 said. But the decisions you made to…to film as you 
did, were they really driven  - remember the…what I said in the beginning was, 
that your filming should try…be… be affected by what they are doing, and 
that you’re trying to accent, or pull out, or focus on something to draw 
attention to some particular thing that’s interesting. And so I’m not really 
hearing that. I mean, did you do that? I mean what… were you trying to focus, 
or was it, did it become more about interest in how to do things with the 
camera? Do you know what I mean? I... I... It doesn’t matter either way, but 
I’m just wondering. 
 
#1 to PI:  Uh, to be honest, I think actually the best moments caught on camera 
were actually very instinctive. Because the moment… movement… Like, it’s 
like a reaction to the movement that they have created. So the…how the 
camera moves and…and how you call that…shapes and focuses is a result of 
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the mover or the creator in the video. So I realize a lot of my decisions were 
actually very instinctive  
 
PI to #1: Intuitive… 
 
#1 to PI: Yeah, intuitive, in a sense that I didn’t consciously make those 
decisions, but it was based on the movement that they have created that I feel 
that I have to [engage] it in a certain manner, or portray it in a different way, 
or find an certain angle so I can highlight that particular movement or that 
sequence or that yeah… the whole body.  
 
PI to #1 and group: Yeah. Because there is that… uh…the reason I wanted it a 
set piece of choreography, you know, was because it gives you a kind of 
choice, I mean, because it’s set you’re going to know what’s coming I mean 
we’ve seen it, and we…we kind of know, oh, they’re going to do that kind of 
thing and that actually you do have the opportunity to make a decision cuz 
you’re going, OK, they’re going to go to that point so I’m going to get in there 
and do this. Or, to do something that’s really natural, is to…to work… to feel 
intuitive, and you kind of react like you do when you improvise with someone 
and you feel that kind of dance energy, and you know. But, but…this also 
lends itself to having that other choice, so you could see something and say oh, 
that would be cool to do this, so the next time they do it I’m going to put the 
camera there to pick up that movement, you know. So it…so it did have both 
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possibilities, but I, I totally understand what you’re saying. Anybody else 
have….? 
 
#1 to PI:  That’s when it’s repeated a couple of times. I believe that we that 
shifted angles. Or like,  
 
PI to #1: Did that affect though? 
 
#1 to PI: Yeah, manipulated. I…I think like, the only angle that I usually don’t 
try is from the back. And I felt like…. I think I kind of regret it because if I go 
from the back right, I could have probably shifted some more… 
 
PI to #1: In which piece? 
 
#1 to PI: In all the pieces, in #6’s, and in yeah, that one, the duet and the solo. 
I felt like maybe if I had gone from the back I could have seen things from a 
different perspective or seen things from their perspective. Yeah. 
 
PI to #1: Let me just make sure it’s still recording. Yep. 
 
#2 to PI: Actually for #6’s and #5’s duet, [13:40] I was, as it…I was trying … 
there was one point I was trying to be tried to view it like from one person’s 
perspective so I tried to be like uhm #5 like viewing #6. So I tried… 
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PI to #2: Oh really… shooting from her perspective?  
 
#2 to PI: Yeah from her perspective. But I think it didn’t really work out 
because they were moving quite a bit and I didn’t want to like just block them 
or anything, so… Yeah, but I tried to like angle it from one person’s 
perspective so like for example when one goes down and the other one goes 
up I only video one person. Yeah. Kind of feeling.  
 
#3 For me I find myself shifting, uh… between the two mode. Sometimes I try 
to uh keep on task by focusing on … what... you know to pick out what the 
choreography means and to frame it on the camera based on that. But I find 
myself drifting out of that become really interested and just playing with what 
the camera can do. And then I forget that I’m actually watching a 
choreography – and it became almost like I’m making a little movie out of the 
movement and then I have to kind of pull myself back and tell myself no, I 
have to focus on the piece and see how I can frame it so it best… you know 
shows off what it intends to say. So I find myself shifting back and forth 
between those two modes. Uhm… but in between those two modes when I go 
back into trying to focus what to you know uh focus on in their choreography, 
I find myself playing with more uhm… varieties of filming it, because I have 
actually gone out of that mode to try to play with what the camera can do. 
Uhm… I also feel I am limited by the camera because unlike a conventional 
video camera I can’t zoom in and out uh quickly without moving my body. So 
I agree with #6 because of the limitation of the camera I feel like I’m also 
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doing a dance by controlling with my body. Uhm, I couldn’t do things like, 
you know, fading in or out so I had use my hands to block out certain things or 
shift my camera to some other place, so because of the limitation that becomes 
part of it.  
 
PI to #3: Yeah, I mean without that limitation we wouldn’t have had our little 
quartets going on you know, cuz...  Did you have something to say? Alright, 
good. Uh, anybody else have something to say about it? So, I mean, I think 
you guys did very well with this. And I… I, like I said I appreciate... I mean 
we just have this small group we come here and do this you know… and I 
greatly appreciate it. I hope it’s interesting. It’s interesting to me on some level 
cuz it’s, you know… it’s kind of rare to be able to have this kind of time to do 
something that’s just kind of low key, but we’re really focused on something 
and letting it happen and we’re with a really talented group here actually – 
so… an intelligent group, so it’s… that’s really nice for me.  Uh, good so... 
Nothing else? Ok. So next week we will do something else, I’m not going to 
tell you what it is…but bring your…I mean…cuz uh… I want to tell you what 
it is, but I’m holding back. So uh… But, you know no big deal, but I 
mean…so bring your uh phones again if you have them. Ok, I don’t know if 
you’ll have one by then, but you can certainly use mine if you don’t.  
 
#1 to PI: I think I’ll have one by then. 
 
PI to #1: Yes, alright. Did someone get all your stuff off your phone?  
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#1 to PI: I don’t know I cancelled my … I mean I cancelled my plan. Yeah. I 
got a… card…  
 
----------------------------- 
#5 Transcription MCR2 Group Discussion recalling 3-min dances MCRs 






#1: ……..Ok, uh… I was just wondering, from your….. 
 
First, was it difficult to remember four pieces in a short amount of time when 
you only had three minutes? (Slurs) You guys seemed to remember it very 
well!  
 
(#3 laughs)  
 
#1: Uh, did you feel that you’all remembered it accurately?  
 
R: Eighty and ninety percent.  
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#1: Ninety percent. 
 




#1: Talk loud.  
 
#4: I think I would have preferred more time to work on, like, the qualities- 
(#1: Yeah yeah) and the precision; and like, to fine-tune the movements a little 
bit more. I feel like the lack of time, erm, actually, makes- it makes it harder 
for me to feel the movements in my body. (#1: Yeah, sure) And I was just 
doing it externally instead of...  
 
#1: Which you know, which really might be a real limitation in doing it under 
speed is, uh – maybe you’ll lose a bit of the nuance, and so maybe it isn’t as 
good to do it fast –you know- for this kinda thing ‘cuz if you lose the nuance 
and so there’s less for her to remember all that –you know- 
 
#4: And it makes me – it reminded me- how important it is to grasp 
movements, especially in an audition, because it made me feel a little bit like 
an audition (laughs) where, ok – you have to – (laughter in the background; #3: 
yar)  
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Especially how it’s sequenced also, how you have to call out dancers – it made 
me feel a little bit of erm, a semi-audition.  
 
#1: Yeah, erm, it did have that feeling.  
 
L#2: I have an opposite feeling to #4. Actually- actually it forces me to be 
hyper-focused (#1: umm); and because I am hyper-focused it’s actually – I 
feel the movement, it’s clearer (#1: umm). It forces me to not to get too fussy 
over the movement and just trust my body to actually (#1: Yeah, that’s a good 
point) and learn it more kinesthetically. So actually I felt it was actually better 
for me ‘cos a lot of times when we learn movement sequences the 
choreographer tends to go into detail and too much detail that we become 
nick-picky at it at- at some point it loses the kinesthetic sense of it. So the- I 
think the beauty of it is that it forces me to be -erm - intensely focused and just 
trust my body to flow with the movements. So it’s –erm- very kinetic for me. 
It’s a kinetic experience.  
 
#1: Yeah that’s a good point.  
 
#5: Erm, I agree with #2, because the time limit allows us to – actually allows 
us – actually for me, when I know that I had to learn it in three minutes I had 
that adrenaline rush (laughs).  
 
#1: From what?   
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#5: From, er… From the time limit 
 
#1: The time limit.  
 
#5: Yeah I had that adrenaline rush, it’s like: Ok, I have to learn it, I have to 
learn it! And it – yar- it helps me to be very attentive. Like, sometime I feel 
like of we have like -- (stutters) too long a time to learn, we will – as in – we 
will over-analyze, yar. And then I feel that, erm, as for the question (stutters) 
with regards to whether it’s easier or more difficult to learn, I feel that it’s 
dependent on style? If you’re more – er- if you’re more familiar with, say, the 
choreographer’s style and you’ve worked with this person for say – a longer 
period of time – I think personally I’ll feel more confident to pick it up, 
because I am quite familiar with how that person moves. But if – let’s say – a 
different, as in a – if it’s a complete stranger or new choreographer I haven’t 
seen before, time limit will, er, will make it harder for me to grasp, because, 
yar. It comes from the confidence.  
 
#1: Do any of you have any comment or – about the memory part of it? Er, I 
mean part of the reason I did was to connect to the other rework where it kinda 
forces some things to be missing because you have to learn it so fast. And 
instead, it is a missing thing that sometimes can elicit a memory too; do you 
know what I’m saying? Like, when we did the fir- because when we were 
thinking – well, in that part I remembered I did this – it can also work towards 
A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING  







the positive, when things aren’t there. Maybe, and that’s – that’s what I am 
curious about. So, (stutters) did any of you have any feeling about the memory 
part of this? Was it different from other times you’ve done it? 
 
L#2: Ya, the memory part. I don’t if it’s for better or worse, but it works in a 
very unique way in the sense that because we have to learn it so fast – erm – I 
had to abstract the essence of the movement and try to really observe –  
 
#1: You mean when you were watching? Or when you were doing someone 
else’s?  
 
L#2: When I was doing someone else’s – when I was learning someone else’s.  
 
Yeah, when you have to absorb someone else’s movements. I have to extract 
the movement and think: what is the essence of that? – And then from the 
essence try to get the fuller movement. So, I was extracting the essence while 
learning it and in that sense it helped me to remember the sequence better 
because there was an essence in each of the movement. For example for #5 I 
remembered it’s the initiation of the breath. And for #3, was the drop of the 
body. There was an essence that helped me differentiate and distinguish each 
of the combination (and) kinda put everything together. So I don’t know if it’s 
better or worse, but it’s a slightly different way of remembering. 
 
#1: Anything else? (Pauses and laughs)  
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#4: Actually right, to add on… And to add on –  
 
#1: Talk louder.  
 
#4: Because I feel like – it makes me remember – makes me think about how 
time is so important in uh, dance, such that you cannot have much time and 
yet at the same time you can’t have too little time. You need just the right 
amount of time with the correct state of mind when you are in the room or in 
the studio such that you are not to hyper – you are not too nick-picky about the 
movements such that you think about the movement too much. You sort of 
have this sense of fear inside you that – I don’t know how to say – like, it 
makes it harder for you to do the movement because you are fearful somehow 
you cannot execute it and you don’t trust yourself? But yet at the same time 
you have this trust for your body that allows yourself to feel the movement. So 
I think in the sense that I – I – I was referring to that you have that sense of 
trust that – you know that you can do it and feel the movement with an 
adequate amount of time given… in the studio, such that it brings out- you’re 




#3: when I was watching – erm – when I was doing it I didn’t really, as in, I 
tried to feel – like, uh – the scenario that I am in. But when I was watching #2 
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and #4, I could really, like, as in they really brought out – brought it back – 
brought it to life uh, which I felt that – as a – as I’m choreographing there’s no 
mirrors and nothing for me to see, what I feel may not be translate (d) to how 
it will look like; and watching them actually, like, reaffirms that, like – it’s 
going somewhere, yar. Like, it’s not movement for movements’ sake. I could 





-- #5's Transcription - MCR2 #2 20130922 203228--------------------------- 
 




L#2: #4, can you do the entire piece once? 
 
.... And go 
 
(Background) #1: #2 you’ve gotta speak up 
 
(Pauses until 02:26 as #4 dances the routine) 
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L#2: It’s very nice, #4, erm, I’m gonna give you an image. When I was 
making the piece, the first thing that came to my mind – er – was mosquitoes.  
 
(Background) #1: Talk loud. 
 
L#2: So that’s, that’s the image I had when I devised the entire work. So, I’d 
like you to try it again and see if you can think of the image throughout the 
entire... (Pause) piece… when you’re doing it, okay? So, I might stop you in… 
in between to get some qualities em, embedded. Okay, I’ll… I’ll, I’ll give you 
a go, and… go.  
 
…. And stop. Er, erm, the image that came to my mind when I did that was 
one afternoon I, had, I was the first one to come into the studio, and I was 
attacked by a swamp of mosquitoes. So the dynamics was a lot faster and it 
had a feeling of attack to it. So could you try that section again? Think of a lot 
of mosquitoes are swarming around you.  
 
(Pauses until 03:52) 
 
L#2: … And stop. So right here, because I got stunk by mosquitoes I’m 
thinking, I’d better put on mosquito spray. So that was what was on my mind 
when I was doing that movement when you go over your legs. So can you take 
it from right after you get to the floor? …And go.  
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… Okay, now I’m going to reverse back. When I turn around, I was still 
thinking of spraying the mosquito…sss… Insecticide on me, so I was trying to 
get to my back. Shhhh… Which I felt a lot of times is a cumbersome place 
‘cos I can’t get to that place. So think of reaching to the back.  
 
Okay and stop there. Now, in this section I was also, erm, cos, ssss… We were 
-- I was trying to kind of relate to the space, erm, because this space, it 
reminded me of Indian dance, so I was also thinking about a rhythmic thing. 
So, eh, while I was slapping the mosquitoes I was trying to create some kind 
of rhythm with the slaps. So can you try to that part with the slapping?  
 
(Pauses until 05:49) 
 
L#2: K I’m gonna stop you right there. Erm, I was, kinda just playing around 
on the floor, just scratching my body, different parts of by body, and then I 
suddenly noticed a little bug that have dropped onto the floor and it was 
struggling. It was undulating its body. So there was a change in the quality 
right there – from kinda irritated, to, er, more, kind of sustained and more 
internal. So, I, er, the focus became more internal at, at the, at that, the point I 
was er, emulating almost, ya, the, the movement of the bug that was struggling 
for its life on the floor. So can you try that? 
 
(Pauses until 07:01) 
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L#2: Okay I’m gonna stop you right here. It’s a nice spiral – arhm, it’s just, 
watching this movement, it reminded me, erm, of that time when I made up 
the piece, when I looked at the bug struggling for its life, I was wondering: 
why is the bug dying? And then I realized with all these… erm, mosquito coils 
that we’ve put around the room were killing the bug. So it brought me to think 
of the idea of spiraling. And that’s how that movement came about. So, could 
you go back to the spiraling movement again?  
…Yeah, and just keep going as I talk you through it. And think of the… I was 
thinking of the… smoke coming out from the… mosquito coil.  
 
K I’m gonna stop you right there. Erm, and then I kinda got stuck with the 
choreography. I didn’t know what to – how to continue with it, and, tss, I was 
looking around the room looking for inspiration. And suddenly I noticed that 
pillar there. And er, it reminded me of a conversation I had with some dancers.  
 
That’s right #4, ok and I’m gonna stop you right there. Now the next 
movement that you’re about to go into was an ins…er, the, the idea came from 
one of the conversation I had with a…a, a, a couple of dancers when we were 
rehearsing here one day. Erm, one dancer had mentioned that she got bitten 
under the foot. And, a mosquito bite under the foot is the most itchy thing. 
And the other dancer said: this pillar is really good, ‘cos when you scratch the 
underfoot there it really makes the itch go away. So that’s how the idea came 
about.  
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It’s real scratchy and real itchy (laughs). Just tryin’ to get to the itch right 
there… under the foot.  
 
And right here, alright, I’m gonna stop you right there. As I was pulling away 
from the, from that pillar, I kinda broke away from the idea of the whole, 
thematic idea of the piece – I was just wanting to get a stretch there. So, this 
was kinda an unrelated movement right here (laughs), okay.  
 
Alright, I’m gonna take you back there, #4… Erm. Sorry. (Laughs) So I was 
stretching away and then I said: “No, I’ve gotta go back to the theme” and 
then suddenly I felt like, you know, what if a mosquito was attacking me from 
the left side of my hip? So, it would give me an impetus to pull away from it 
and, there! Okay, and it, it bit me under the foot again. So I was going back to 
the idea of the pillar. And I was scratching it, itching it… That’s right, it was 
right under the foot (laughs).  
 
Alright, now I’m gonna reverse, er, back there. So right there, erm, as I was, 
ss-stopping the itch under my foot, I was laying there and then suddenly that, 
the breeze coming from the fan just dawned on me and I felt really relaxed. It, 
it was like: I didn’t have any itch on my body anymore. So I was kind of just 
luxuriating in the breeze as I did the spiral around. So, could you try that 
quality? Just feel that breeze coming from over your head.  
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Oh that’s an interesting—she caught—er, just a moment #4, thank you for 
catching that. As I was turning around I feel an itch on my nose. So, I did a, 
kind of nose scratching – that’s right #14, that’s exactly what was she’s doing 
now.  
 
And then I thought I was done with the mosquitoes… and there again – they 
came and attack me all over. That was the end of my piece. Thank you #4! 
Could you – er -- could I get her to do the whole thing, just going through all 
the ideas that I’ve fed into, do you mind? Is – is that too long, #1?  
 
(Background) #1: You’ve got to work that out with your dancer (laughs); you 
don’t wanna make them suffer, you know? They’re working pretty hard.  
 
L#2: Sorry. Is that – is that alright, #4? 
 
(Background) #4: I’ll do my best to remember okay, #2? 
 
L#2: Okay. Sorry. Ready? Any time you’re ready.  
 
(Pauses until 13:54) 
 
L#2: Thank you #4, that’s very nice. (Claps) Erm, I wanted to see if the image 
that I am giving her would change the quality of her movement, and if -- 
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(Background) #1: Did it? 
 
L#2: Yes, it did. Definitely. I think she was a lot closer to what I was thinking 
originally when I made up the piece. Thank you.  
 
(Background) #4: Thank you! 
 
(Background) #1: Good #4. You had a very good, eh—Facilitator. Quite good 
(Laughs) Good, good #4, thanks for taking it seriously, you know what I mean.  
 
(Background) L#2: Yes. 
 
(Background) #1: Well, I’ll, erm, tell you something, so far, anyway. You 
guys are just so far beyond my other group that did this. I mean, sometimes 
they will get it and go: “… ala, ahh, ok I was thinking of er, they gonna jump 
and er – anything else you wanna add on? –“(laughs) I’ve got really short 
things sometimes. So, er, good. I wanted to ask you – was there feeling about 
having two people show you? 
 
#3: Actually, erm – 
 
#1: Wait, can I record what you say? Hey you can sit there, just talk loudly 
enough. Okay, and --  
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#3: I find- I find it a bit hard to focus on two people at one go, so I felt that 
actually I should have erm, maybe asked er, one person to do it first, then later 
ask the other to do it. Cos I felt that I was mostly concentrating on one person 
(laughs). Erm, yar. Erm, while both of them gave a different feel but actually, 
like—for me it was improvisational in nature and I wanted the dancers to put 
in their own input, so, yar. 
 
#1: Alright, thanks, yup. Okay, good. Er, yar, I mean, see, that’s something 
you can choose to do. Cos if you’re feeling like – I can see how that could 
happen – It might be a beneficial thing that you have two people showing you 
but it might be in the way too cuz there’s too much to look at. You can say: 
“Wait, wait, I can’t watch both. Can you do it…? But, you might get a very 
different feeling form watching two different people too; if you got them do it 
separate. So that would be up to you if you... It’s okay for you to do that.  
 
(To #5) Erm, you had a piece right? So who did your piece? One, two. (laughs) 
Where- where is it? Oh, you’re up against this wall right? Okay, so come back 
here. #4 and #2 -- very good. Are you frozen solid now from sitting there so 
long? So, ah, maybe I’ll come over here. So er, #5 the famous – you can sit 
somewhere around here while I get the video – and remember to talk loud 
enough. I’m gonna give you this to…. Oh it’s still recording, Dang! (Laughs) 
That’s gonna be a long recording.  
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-- END  --  
 
Total length: 17 minutes 13 seconds  
--------------------------- 
 
MCR2 Group Discussion 20130922 212204 
 
#2: It’s recording? 
#1: Yeah.  
#2: Okay, um just because we brought up the whole idea of, you know, that #4 
is actually remembering her choreographic intent, by herself without watching 
#5, it also led me to think while I was watching #4 because she was 
approaching, learning the movement in a different way that I had intended in 
my choreography that she kinda missed a theme that I was actually you know, 
working on in the piece. Erm, it forces me actually, to go back to recalling the 
detail, the detail quality that I was thinking of when I was making up the 
movement. 
 
#1: To help clear up- 
#2: You help clarify her, so the lack of her embracement of the quality 
actually helped me to remember. 
 
#1: I mean this is typical because no dancers, most dancers don't remember. 
#2: Yes. 
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#1: And that’s what a choreographer does is help orient you to what you really 
want. 
#2: Mmhmm. 
#1: Even if she’s very good at catching movement but maybe there’s a little 
flavour that’s not quite what you think it is and the choreographer tells you its 
this, you know, its oh I see you know it’s kind of a give and take. 
 
#2: so what she helped me, she... she... she yeah, she remembered the 
sequence of the movement so it helped me to sequence my thoughts. 
 
#1: Yeah, the part that was off pushed you to turn to your memory. 
#2: yes, uhhuh. 
#1: And the comments that was made ahead before was that she was 
remembering ahead of what #5 was doing. 
 
#4: Actually it was because I somehow knew, like, I don’t know if I have 
perfect memory but I feel like I know that #5 somehow didn’t really remember 
it or she will not really remember it fully, it makes me also want to remember 
it, or really remember it as well so that I myself am really clear of what I’m 
doing so that even if she doesn’t really remember it, I know what I’m doing, 
yeah so.. 
 
#1: yeah, I mean this-  
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#4: like there were certain qualities that she didn’t really fully grasped. So... I 
think, being clear helped me to, yeah sort of remember the quality. 
 
#1:  or being unclear helped you... 
#4: yeah 
#1: I mean because she didn’t remember that and it helped you remember 
what it really was. 
#4: yeah, maybe, maybe. 
#1: These are really interesting comments, you know because the memories 
are coming out for reason that we didn't actually intend it. It’s as if somebody 
doesn't remember it also can induce a memory because maybe it forces or if 
someone isn't doing it quite right and you think what it was suppose to be that. 
These comments are good because that’s the thing you wanna know is to 
know what does make us go back and recall details, cause when you’re in the 
creative moment, it’s very detailed, I mean you’re that in a, in a way that you 
don’t even know what’s around you when you’re really in it, I mean know you 
forget what is around you, err were you gonna say something?  
 
#3: uh no but...  because I wanted to say, because #5, when I was doing her 
movement, she actually said she was inspired by the word “C.H.E” but during 
the process I actually saw her, she couldn’t figure out the words behind... after 
“C.H.E” that’s why she stopped, she stopped at “C.H.E”. So actually I wanted 
her to remember that, if I couldn’t show it in movements because her 
movement stops at “C.H.E”. So uh... yeah. Hahaha... yeah.  
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#1: Hahahaha, you mention, one of the things that you mentioned that you had 
some things to talk about that were from your perspective that you remember 
her... 
 
#3: uh yes, from my perspective. 
#1: Were there any others? 
#3: Yeah from my perspective. 
#1: It’s from a dancer’s perspective. 
#3: Uh ya, from a dancer’s perspective.  
#1: Things that she may observe or things she may not notice. 
#3: Err... I have no idea why but she kept laughing for this one part, ya 
hahahaha 
#1: Oh yes, I remember that. You know I didn’t remember that until you said 
it just now, but I remember it now she had the giggles, in fact she turned 
around and said I can’t quit laughing. 
 
#3: Yeah, actually I don’t know what went through her mind but she was 
doing this movement and she started laughing, and I had no idea why she 
started laughing. Yeah. 
 
#1: Yeah. What were you laughing about? 
#5: Because this movement was actually not mine, it was my friend motive for 
a competition. It was... can I say her name? 
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#1: Yeah  
#5: It’s [name]’s STD opening section, so I was reminded about her.  
#1: What was funny about it? 
#5: What was funny about it’s because she always doing this in front of me 
saying I could never get the coordination, so I got it now.  
 
#1: Oh hahaha, you’re not getting it. 
#5: Yes, I got it now when I was imagining how angular the board is; I got the 
coordination of the joints. So I was laughing. Yes because she was very 
confident that I would never get it. 
 
#1: You know saying like that could’ve affected your next decision, you know 
what I mean. You get the giggles and maybe you would’ve done something 
that you wouldn’t have done, you know what I mean. Those kinds of 
accidental serendipity kinda things can affect choreography you know, you 
don’t almost realise it or maybe you don’t even remember that you’d actually 
think of Agnes right there you know, because it wasn’t important to the 
choreography, just something that happened you know. So those kinds of 
memories are very important to you I think if they come up. Small one, big 
ones, you don't have to remember just the big deals about your choreography 
and we all feel that your choreography is important but what about all the 
small things we forget that actually affects us in our creative moments, you 
know. And those things are quite interesting actually the stuff you brought up. 
Did anybody else have observation of your uh, choreographer that you notice 
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that like #3 just did, cause remember you’re suppose to be observing all of it 
not just the movement right.  
 
#2: Erm, I noticed #3, uh, she had a very interesting habit. Every time she 
went the beginning her pose which she was, um... You know, she had a bridge 
against a wall she would scoot her butt right close the edge and she did it 
every time she went up it was almost like a ritual, and er it made me kind of 
think that her piece actually started before the actual movement because she 
did that so repetitively and she would do that the same way I observed she 
would do that the same way every time, uh and she had the same way of 
lifting her leg up on to the wall to get ready. And I also noticed when she was 
choreographing the movement, I think she... she was I...I thought, because she 
was thinking of the task you had give her that it had to come to a resolution 
that she was contemplating physically how she could resolve that movement 
to kind of continue with her choreography. 
 
#1: Wasn’t it the point to come to a logical conclusion- 
#2: Right, yes. So there are times where she would repeat the movement over 
and over until she felt what was, at least I...I thought what was physically right 
for the next movement to come one. Erm and then she would stand up and 
ritualistically go back to scooting and restarting that again. I found that really 
interesting of that, it was almost like she was in a ritual to... I don't know, to 
help her head start the choreography or something so. 
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#1: Do you remember that?  
#3: Yes uh… Actually I don't remember... I didn’t know I was so ritualistic, 
hahaha but I had the intention of, um completing the movement because uh as 
what I mentioned previously that I actually, uh my focus went to the light that 
that was the end of my first movement freeze. Cause I wanted um the attention 
to be on the wall only and I had motives, different motives that I wanted to 
carry out though the piece like the swiping motions and uh.. which I hope 
carried out throughout the piece hahaha, yeah. 
 
#1: Yeah. 
#3: So um, it’s quite interesting, but um about the ritual thing. I have no idea 
why I did it actually. Yeah.  
 
#2:  I also have an observation that #3 is very internally involved. It almost 
was like she was like she was choreographing her piece through an internal 
sensation oppose to relating to the space around her. Maybe it’s yeah maybe it 
was the nature of the choreographic problem, I’m not sure but there was 
something internal and I... it helped me to pick up that quality as she was 
choreographing. So her contemplative approach to choreographing it helped 
me to, you know, pick up that qualitative quality in the movement itself. 
 
#1: #4 you had something? 
#4: Yes, I remembered very clearly for #2’s one. As in because um for #2 
choreograph right, I realised that sometimes you have the tendency to change 
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movements and almost every time you do it was somehow or somewhat 
different -laughter- and uh it was very different in a very subtle way. So... like 
what you say, I have...  I sort of like... Have that sort of detailed thought for 
movement in the sense that I tell myself to sort of grasp movement in a very 
clear fashion so it’s very sequentially oriented. I don't know how to say that 
but one movement leads to the other, leads to the other, leads to the other so I.. 
I’m very clear of like movements but I think because of that thought I sort of... 
I sort of lost the quality in-between that’s why I was so fixed on getting the 
movements, so even though like you did it differently almost every time, but I 
pick one and I stick to the same one every single time you did it, so no matter 
how repeti- like although you went back and forth, I stick to the same one like 
sometimes you did, the first time you did it this way and the second time you 
did it slightly different and I sort of chose one and I kept to that one 
throughout. So getting the movement right.. So called “right”, um from 
beginning to the end sort of stick through my mind so I believe I was thinking 
a lot of the movement and somehow... it didn't come together with the quality. 
And I think that’s why I lost the quality half way you know because I was so 
fixed on the movement so I don't know this balance between the movement 
and the quality how can we.. How can sort of we get both together? 
 
#2: Its interesting she brought this up because it reminded me during the 
choreographic process as I was watching her from the corner of my eyes, 
which maybe I’m not suppose to do um I had a sense she wasn't picking up the 
quality of my movement. And that’s the reason why I actually went back and 
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forth to refine the movement to make the quality clear to you, cause able to 
verbalise that to you so I was trying to refine the movements to, so I did it in 
different ways to see what is the best way to um depict the quality, without 
saying verbally to you so.. 
 
#1: You know, this kind of back and forth you know, where someone might be 
attempting to do one thing and the other one is trying to catch what you’re 
doing in another thing, it might be slightly out of sync actually, it’s an 
intangible thing, is really part of what the choreographic process is, it’s one of 
the reasons its really hard to get what you want sometimes and it may not be 
that you’re not clear enough or that you’re not picking it up, whatever else it 
might be that she’s not er.. Quality zone of creative things and you’re still in 
many movements so it ends up same each time whatever and then she might 
be ending up just getting a common denominator with everything cause you’re 
changing, and you might be changing  because I mean you’re seeing her not 
getting the quality, I mean this is an endless loop of stuff... 
 
#2: Well it was not just her not getting the quality, I was also questioning 
maybe my intention wasn’t clear enough was I was also quite, um , you know, 
clarifying the choreographic intent, based on what I observed from her so that 
yeah. 
 
#1: It’s interesting about remembering this whole little subtle thing what 
you’re talking about. Listen do you have ay observation about anything that 
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you want to share cause you were also involved in different pieces and 
observing the movement and all that. Do you have anything to say? You can 
think about it, nothing right now. 
 
#3: When #2 mentioned about me having a kind of an internal focus. For me, 
my initial... My initial intention was to play around with the texture of the wall 
but it kinda turned into something of a comfort zone which was more of an 
emotional sense- 
#3: yeah to return to the walls, sort of like comfort zone. So I guess my 
intention changed like half way and I didn’t really exactly realised that until 
when #2 mentioned  that I...sort of like internal quality and not really 
addressing the space kind of because yah I guess it was more emotional. 
 
#5: uh... comparing the previous weeks as in the previous week , when I was 
doing #4’s choreography I realised that one of the reason I couldn’t remember 
was it looked like, for me because there were no verbal explanation kind of 
look like I’m just following a sequence of movements and in my mind, I sort 
of got the movement all jumbled up together, like the back became the front, 
and the front became the centre, so it was all jumbled up but when #4 
explained in the video her own train of thoughts the, movements piece 
together logically for me. It sort of have... It sort of have its own story in it 
then I was able to recall all the movements and I have to thank her for her very 
detailed description its like, oh yes right hand and then it flows into the next 
movement very logically. I could almost visualise what she was seeing, 
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because she was so detailed. So I could visualise this hawker centre, this lady 
puffing the cigarette smoke at her and how she was really feeling at that time 
and it translate to my movements even though I wasn’t watching her, as in I 
couldn't watch her cause I was at the other end of the room so... Yeah, so it 
kind of strings everything to me and now if I were to do it again I could 




#4: That’s good yeah I’m so glad I could really helped that much, but I 
realised this thing about quality is really very hard to grasp, like there’s its just 
this thing about quality, because #5 also didn’t get this thing about quality that 
I really wanted.  
 
#5: there was this certain cense of push and erm, how you call that, resistance, 
or resistance like there’s’ a certain sense of resistance and there’s a certain 
sense of push in that dynamic, and there were also a certain sen-.. Moments of 
a variation in speed or you know, things that may not necessary be very... 
Um... direct. It was a little bit more flowy, there were some moments of spark 
but I don’t know this thing about quality, seems to me like a big question mark. 
I noticed that #5 didn’t really get the quality that I really wanted and you were 
saying that I didn’t really get the quality that you really wanted and, tsk... there 
was just this thing in our, like when we’re learning our movements, I don’t 
know how it translates out that…. that could have been a hindrance then, or 
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how can we learn quality in a different way. Can recalling help? Like. Like 
what you were saying just now, you know like you were giving verbal cues 
and stuff, it can help in terms of quality right? 
 
#1: yup I think so, I mean one of the things that happen when you’re a 
choreographer is you get really good at communicating that’s the part that I've 
also found is I can communicate an idea really clearly and it makes the dance 
worse, and sometimes I can communicate an idea real badly and it makes the 
dance work. And so it’s hard to predict, it kinda depends on the dancers. Some 
dancers thrive on ultra clarity and super detailed and other dancers find that 
hell, because they want room to be themselves inside the dance, and actually 
they dance better if they are themselves inside of it. And another dancer 
doesn't look good unless you taught them every small detail and then they look 
good because they put all those details and they make it live. You know 
there’s no one thing that works because individual people are really different. 
Their psychology is different, everything about us is different, their cognition 
is different and so as a choreographer part of I think what happens  is you 
become, if you are successful you become more sensitive to how to work with 
someone, to make it work because in the end you want it to work, you know 
what I mean? And so you need to teach a certain level of detail, you know 
there I have worked with people that if I keep going with it. I can give you a 
horrible example, I was choreographing a ballet on a big ballet company in the 
United States and it was a ballet and I was doing to Rachmaninov and it was 
classical and it was a really beautiful piece and I was working with classical 
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technique but I was doing a little bit of modern edge to it but it was pretty 
classical. There was romantic and all of that when usually I work in a 
contemporary realm but I was having fun with it, but in the dress rehearsal, 
one of the male dancers and I had no clue this was coming. He’s on the stage, 
one of the big auditoriums, set for about fifteen hundred people. I’m sitting 
back there with the director of the company behind the light, I was on a 
microphone and I was just saying, errrr I don't remember his name… George, 
I’ll just say George “ Hey er George can you move, just move a little bit, move 
about like two steps stage right”. He just completely lost it, he said “[Expletive] 
you I’m not gonna do this [expletive] anymore, shut your [expletive] mouth”. I 
never had a dancer do that, over... in front of the director and everybody in 
there, just bad mouthing me. My first response was pissed off you know, and 
then I just thought... and I just said you know this isn't personal between me 
and you, I’m just telling you to move to your right you know and just was 
floored. I mean what was that? Literally nothing ever happened between us 
but when I thought about it, when I reflected, he's a person, that too much 
detail he translates it into somebody telling him he's dumb or bad, whatever. 
He’s a very insecure person, and I knew that much I knew he’s all though 
rehearsal he was very insecure, but you know for him, less would have been 
much more. If I were to have been smarter, I wouldn't have said anything to 
him, I would have somebody else tell him to move stage right or something 
you know what I mean. So I mean... that’s extreme but there’s all these 
different levels on how people absorb what you say and some people are very 
er... defensive and raw and insecure, and the best thing is when you have a 
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really secure dancer and you can tell him anything and they won’t take it 
personally you know, er.. Cause it’s hard being a dancer, it’s hard not to take 
things personally and someone says “no that not it! You know, you don’t 
remember anything about the quality. Would you do it again?” You know, and 
you’re... you have to write off that edge the choreographer has and oh I don’t 
have quality, I’m going to do it again but not everybody can do that. I mean 
me I sometimes would bristle at certain choreographers and think what the hell 
you talking to me like that for; you know what I’m saying. So the answer your 
question it’s not simple, it kind of depends on the situation. Erm yeah cause 
you’re real different then her, he's real different then her and you’re real 
different you know what I mean, just this five people sitting here... Six and uh 
I mean even though we get along very well, there’s a huge difference in how 
all of you approach this and how you remembered, how we talked about it 
isn’t there? You know. Thank god there’s those differences you know, I mean 
that’s what I like about humans but er... So a choreographer become attune to 
a lot of different things, psychology, communication, nuance, aesthetics all 
that stuff you know and philosophy so its a... and directors of theatre do the 
same thing you know. Those profound movie directors do the same thing. 
They have to be attune to that all those actors stuff going on to make, because 
the end thing is you want a good piece, you want a good choreography, you 
want a good movie you know a good theatre piece and if you turn all the 
actors into you know.. everybody hates everybody and you know nobody 
looks good because you’re forcing everything and whatever. You don’t end up 
with a piece you know. Listen it’s a great discussion I didn’t know it was 
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gonna have a whole plan for you tonight to choreograph something and we’re 




#6's transcription- MCR2 #2 13Oct2013 
 
#2: #6 stop,… the first movement I was sitting there when you give us the 
tasks and I was just wondering what I should be doing, as he (#6) was 
spinning it’s reminded me of when I created the movement, I was looking up 
at the fan, what should I do with the video and just started i#9ting the 
movement of the fan and thought if I could duplicate that movement through 
the image of my phone.  
#2: #6 go 
#2: #6 stop. And right there, as I sat down again, I was wondering, what did 
our chest “see” when we are moving. So a lot time we look though our eyes 
and I was wonder what do our other parts of our body see as we move through 
spaces. So I start shifting the camera onto my chest and try to use the chest to 
see what it was see if my legs were moving. 
#2: #6 go on.  
#2: And right here the same idea applies, I was trying to look through the lens 
of my knee…Oh, my left knee. And I was trying to zoom into one object when 
the audience look at the video it’s become clear to them what the eye is seeing, 
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although they may not able to guess if I’m looking through my knee or my 
shoulder, but at least they will see the object of the look.  
 Then I got kind of tired of the general space around me. I wanted to focus on 
just one part of my body. So I wanted my knee to be able to see if my hand 
moves, what it sees. So my knee becomes the camera or the eye. 
#2: #6 can you just hold it there?... as he’s (#6) changing the phone from one 
hand to the other, it reminded me of an earlier part when I was laying down on 
the floor, and I try to flip the phone, 360 degree without my hand block the 
lens. So I was trying to see if I can switch the video from my chest to my 
abdominal, looking at 360 degree vertical. 
#2: Continue #6 
So, is that movement, as he’s doing is, I’m going back the theme of circling. 
So instead of drawing the attention to the general space, I’m circling, and 
drawing the attention to a particular body part. 
#2: Just hold it there #6. So the fact that he’s moving slow, reminded me that 
actually at this point, I was moving quite fast, because I got tired of the slow 
motion movement I was making. So actually I was at this point running 
around the room circling. But I was trying to hold the camera really still with 
my hand. So maybe the camera didn’t capture the speed of the movement. 
#2: Continue #6. 
#2: Thank you #6 
#2: I think his recollection of my movement is actually surprises me pretty 
clear  
#1: really? 
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#2: It’s pretty accurate. Accept for some of the movement, I was doing it on 
the low level on the floor, but I can see how he (#6) is actually reading it 
through the image. So, his doing of the movement in a different level 
reminded me again reinforce my memory where I actually did the movement 
at the speed of it…that all I think.  
 
 
 Appendix 3 
 
NUS Institutional Review Board (IRB)  
 
All research methods and materials had to have prior approval by the 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) of the National University of Singapore, 
otherwise commonly known as a Research Ethics Committee. The IRB 
suggests criteria for both inclusion and exclusion of participants in research 
studies according to defined criteria. This research study followed all  
protocols stipulated by the IRB.  
 
Benefits and Risks 
 
Although the primary knowledge gained from this research will primarily 
benefit the public in the future through the reading or application of the results, 
the personal benefits to the participants were many. They gained experience 
using the new MCR research tool for the creation of choreography, learned to 
work creatively in numerous mini-“research” projects of their own, and 
expressed their creative insights in interviews and class discussions.  
 
Digital video recordings of student creative work and interviews with the 
students involved in the research project were made. Each interview was a 
maximum of 15-minutes in length and it was video-recorded. The work was 
conducted in accordance with the standards of the IRB. 
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Total Men Women Children 
LASALLE College of the 
Arts  
13 1 12 0 





Students were allowed to participate as long as they had voluntarily agreed to 
do so and had filled out permission forms. The lower age limit for possible 
inclusion was 18. There was no upper age limit. They ranged in age from 18 to 
22, with an average age of 20. There were no subject recruitment restrictions 




Any person not fitting the above inclusion criteria was not allowed to 
participate. None of the subjects that were included or excluded were in a 
vulnerable or dependent relationship with the researchers.  
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Consent and Recruitment 
 
Informed consent was attained by the Principal Investigator (PI) by handing 
out relevant forms to the participants. The participants were asked to fill out 
the forms and sign them. The Internal Review (IRB) Board of the National 
University of Singapore waived the need to have the 18-year old students ask 
their parents to sign the forms since the Principal Investigator agreed to 
verbally inform all of the participants of any dangers involved and of all of the 
subject’s rights and rules. Therefore, every participant in the study signed 
informed consent forms prior to enrolling in the research project.  
 
The Principal Investigator, as required by the IRB, conveyed verbal 
information to the participants so that they could make an informed decision 
about whether or not they wanted to be involved in the MCR research project. 
The following information was verbally communicated to each participant: 
 
 The research will involve no more than minimal risk to the participants. 
 This research will be conducted primarily as an improvisational dance 
class with trained dancers, so any risk will be extremely minimal.  
 The IRB waiver of a consent form does not adversely affect the rights 
and welfare of the participants. 
 The participants can opt out of the research class at any time they 
chose. They retain their full rights and their welfare will not be 
affected. Since the waiver of parental consent was granted by the IRB, 
A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING  







the PI will sustain the informed consent process throughout the course 
of interviews and research.  
 Subjects will always be reminded that they can refuse to answer any 
questions which could possibly make them uncomfortable.  
 Pertinent information is openly accessible and will always be available 
to the students after their participation.  
 The research necessitated the IRB waiver since some of the students 
are from overseas and it is difficult to get their parent’s signatures in a 
timely manner.  
 The waiver that the IRB granted greatly facilitates this research process.  
 
The research participants in this study were free at any time to choose whether 
or not to continue their involvement. They could also elect whether or not to 
have their work become part of this research project. Students and company 
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